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Statement of Basis and Puraose 

This decision document presents the selected alternative for interim remedial action of six identified 
ordnance locations at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL), Operable Unit 1045. This 
alternative was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and 
the National Oil and Hazardous S~ubstances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on 
the information in the administrative record for the site, which is indexed in Appendix C, and applicable 
guidance. 

The lead agency for this decision is the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE). The U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) approves of this decision and, along with the State of Idaho Department of Health 
and Welfare (IDHW), has participated in the evaluation of interim action alternatives. The State of Idaho 
concurs with the selected remedy. 

Assessnent of the Site 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing 
the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment due to the presence of unexploded ordnance and 
ordnance compounds in the soil. 



Descriotion of the Selected Remedv 

This Record of Decision addresses the cleanup of portions of the INEL contaminated with unexploded 
ordnance and explosives residues. Operable Unit lo-05 includes only those areas which have beenidentified 
for interim action in order to remove the immediate risks associated with unexploded ordnance. These areas 
are near facilities which are frequented by INELsitc personnel and therefore pose an unacceptable risk which 
nrrrlr tn hr ~limin~terl The ~Jrrtrd remdv wldres~e~ the. sienificant potential risks associated with these -nl”-Y .V Y1 -____.-__-_--n _.__ -______ - __..._- ~ L--.----- ~~~. ~~_~ 
sites: explosive hazards, and inhalation, ingestion, and dermal absorption of explosive residues. 

The major components of the selected remedy are: 

In-depth search of U. S. Navy and Department of Defense (DOD) historical records pertaining to 
activities at the Naval Proving Ground (NPG) and other suspected ordnance locations at the INEL; 

Search for unexploded ordnance using both visuai and geophysicai methods, foiiowed by marking of 
locations; 

Controlled detonation of unexploded ordnance, confirmation of complete detonation, and disposal of 
nonhazardous solid waste: 

Soil sampling of detonation areas and other areas of suspected explosives contamination to determine 
areas requiring excavation: 

Removal and containerization of contaminated soils; 

Declaration 

~~.~ ~_.~~- .c,-~~ .._ L ̂ ^,. L .____I.l_^ ^-..:” ^____ * The remedy seiecied forihis inierim aciion is protective oi nuunm neaiui ilno me ~IIV~VIIIIIG~ complies 
with Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements for the scope of this action, and 
is cost-effective. Although not intended to address fully the statutory mandate for permanence and treatment 
to the maximum extent practicable, the selected remedy does utilize treatment and thus is in furtherance of 
that mandate. This interim action may not constitute the final remedy for this operable unit, but the seiected 
remedy does meet the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, 
mobility, or volume as a principal element. The comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS) for Waste AreaGroup (WAG) 10, which encompasses the entire INEL site, will succeed this interim 
action. The WAG 10 RI/FS will evaluate the need for any additional action at the INEL, including the 
ordnance areas cleaned up under this interim action. Because this is an interim action Record of Decision, 
review of this operable unit and of this remedy will be ongoing as DOE, EPA, and the State of Idaho continue 
tn rlrvrlnn fin21 rwnrfli:~l wnniwmrnts 2nd :~ltrmatives for WAG 10; .., “~.“-y= _...-. .-._ .___- _ --=--- _.___... I ____ _.__... -.-~ -- ~.~~ 
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DECISION SUMMARY 

1. SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION 

The Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) is located 32 miles west of Idaho Falls, Idaho and 
occupies 890’square miles of the northeastern portion of the Eastern Snake River Plain. Within the INEL 
boundary is an area of approximately 270 square miles that was formerly known as the Naval Proving Ground 
(NPG) (Figure 1). The NPG was utilized primarily during the World War II era, prior to inception of the 
INEL in 1949. 

Numerous unexploded ordnance devices have been discovered at the INEL by Site and subcontractor 
personnel. The ordnance are primarily a result of past activities associated with the former NPG. These 
activities included naval artillery testing, explosives storage bunker testing, and ordnance disposal. 
rT~~--~-l-J-d --d ^I^^ L^..^ L--- C^....A .^ 1-n -,...a ,.-..en..rmtnrl ;n -..o”o <l,hPI-P therm nr+;,,;tir* nrp known unexpwu~u oiunillice nave ueen ~UUL~U LV VG IIIvIc. CVILbtiI.LIIIICU 111 olluy VV..v.I ...uuy il-.l,..-w.. -._. ..- .._ 
to have occurred. Ordnance found to date include: 3- to 16-inch artillery shells, partially exploded 125 to 

. 2,000 pound bombs, anti-tank mines, depth charges, smokeless powder and dummy bombs with spotting 
charges. 

Also, there are three suspected ordnance areas outside the NPG that have been identified at the INEL. The 
approximate locations of these areas are also shown in Figure 1. Two of these areas were used in the 1940s 
for aerial bombing practice by the U. S. Army Air Corps, flying out of Pocatello, Idaho. The third area was 
used at a later date by the U. S. Navy for naval artillery testing. The Navy fired artillery from a facility known 
as the Naval Ordnance Test Facility toward the north slope of the Big Southern Butte. At this time, the types 
of ordnance used at these sites, size of the areas potentially impacted, or targets used arc not known. 

Six ordnance areas within the NPG have been identified for cleanup for this interim action. These areas 
contain known types of unexploded ordnance and are near or in areas frequented by INEL personnel. Each 
of these locations is described in detail in Section 5.0. The approximate locations of the six ordnance 
lnr,>tin”r ,,ro ;Illrrtr2trfl iq Fio,,rp 1 I”IYY\,II” c..., ...“y....I- -1 _ .DI-- __ 

Figure 1. Location of the INEL, former Naval Proving Ground, and locations selected for interim action. 
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Current land use at the INEL is classified as industrial and mixed use by the Bureau of Land Management. 
The INEL has been designated as a National Environmental Research Park. The developed area within the 
INEL is surrounded by a 500 square mile buffer zone used for cattle and sheep grazing. 

Approximately 11,700 people are employed at the INEL. The nearest major off-site population centers 
are in the cities of: Arco (22 miles west), Blackfoot (38 miles southeast), Idaho Falls (49 miles east), and 
Pocatello (67 miles southeast). 

The INEL property is located on the northern edge of the Eastern Snake River Plain. This portion of the 
Eastern Snake River Plain contains a substantial volume of silicic and basaltic volcanic rocks with relatively 
minor amounts of sediment. Underlying the INEL are a series of basaltic lava flows interbedded with 
sediments. The basalt layer immediately beneath the INEL is relatively flat and covered with 20 to 30 feet 
of alluvium., The Snake River Plain Aquifer underlies the INEL and has been designated as a sole source 
aquifer pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). 

The INEL has semidesert characteristics with hot summers and cold winters. Normal annual precipitation 
is 9.1, inches per year. Twenty distinctive vegetation cover types have been identified at the INEL, with hig 
sagebrush the dominant species, covering approximately 80 percent of the area. The variety of available 
habitats on the iNEL support numerous species of reptiies, birds, and mammals. 

2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

The Federal Government established the Nuclear Reactor Testing Station in 1949. The name was later 
changed to the INEL to better reflect the missions of the facility. Prior to 1949, approximately one third of 
the area now encompassed by the INEL was used by the U. S. Navy for testing naval artillery and other 
activities. This naval facility became known as the NPG. Other areas now within the INEL boundary were 
also used by the U.S. Army Air Corps for practice bombing at about the same time. 

Two of the ordnance locations identified for cleanup by this interim action were first listed under the 
Copesent Order aned Cnmnliance AOIFC+~~TII~ (COCA1 sipned hv !be Euvirnnmeur~i F’~Q[CX[~~CPII Agency --.“.r--- .___ .-D ___._._.._ \___.., _.D ..- _, 
(EPA), Department of Energy (DOE), and the U. S. Geological Survey in July 1987. The COCA identified 
two locations at the Central Facilities Area (CFA), CFA-09 (gravel pit) and CFA-11 (French drain), where 
ordnance were suspected. ,No other ordnance areas were listed in the agreement. 

The INEL was proposed for listing on the National Priority List (NPL) on July 14, 1989 [54 Federal 
Register (FR) 298201. The listing was proposed by the EPA under the authorities granted to the EPA by the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as amended 
by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986. The finai ruie which iisted the 
INEL on the NPL was published on November 21,1989 in 54 FR 44184. 

In 1991, the EPA, DOE, and the State of Idaho signed the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order 
(FFAKO). This agreement provided the process and schedule to facilitate cleanup of the areas identified 
in the FFA/CO Action Plan, in accordance with CERCLA, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), and the State of Idaho Hazardous Waste Management Act. The FFAKO Action Plan lists three 
Onwahlr rUnits (OUsj pertaining to ordnance: areas: -r--~~-~- OU 4-01: OU 10-03. and OU 10-05. Operable Unit4- 
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01, as indicated in the FFAKO, is included in the OU lo-05 interim action. 

Th;r l?~~nrrl nfnrririnn /ROnI r3lnnwnmtc the dericinn tn nrrfnrm an interim action on OTJ IO-05 and A.&.” L.--“.” “A -.,v.” .V.. \-.-..-, ----. __ -... I ._.- ---_- _-.- .- r _______. -.. _..._..... -...... .~~ - - 
the remedy selected. The OU lo-05 interim action will be evaluated for adequacy as a final remedial action 
in the Waste Area Group (WAG) 10 Comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS), 
which is scheduled to begin in 1998 and is the final RJ/FS scheduled for the INEL. In the interim, RI/FS 

~--_I-._:.~-- -AI,.. ..I.. ~-TX,*,- ̂ ... 1,,L^ ^ ̂ ____,. _..__l ~^^^->:..-r^rt.I^^L..,l ..,^ :..+l.“~Tz~,pn ,%,.+:,,o,.., invesugauons ar ant; VLII~:I~ YV A”:, ~111 utj LVIII~I~IE;U ucbululrl~ LU LLIC; ~lrjlcjllul~ x1, LLIG I.I.,-uLv ntiLIvII 1 lyll 
and lead to the final comprehensive RI/FS for WAG 10. By starting the interim action process now, cleanup 
activities on ordnance locations will begin much earlier than if following the RI/FS schedule in the FFA/CO 
Action Plan. 

3. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

The Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan was published January 4 and 5, 1992 in the Moscow- 
Pullman Daily News, January 5,1992 in The PostRegister(Idaho Falls), The I&ho State Journal (Pocatello), 
Twin Fulls Times News, I&ho Statesman (Boise), The Lewiston Morning Tribune, South Idaho Press 
(Burley), and January 6.1992 in the Z&ho Press Tribune (Nampa). A similar newspaper advertisement was 
published January 30. 1992 in The Post Register (Idaho Falls), The Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Twin 
Fulls Times News, I&ho Statesman (Boise), Idaho Press Tribune (Nampa), and the South I&ho Press 
(Burley) repeating the public meeting locations and times. Personal phone calls were made to inform key 
individuals and groups about the comment opportunity. 

The public comment period was initially scheduled from January 13, 1992 to February 12, 1992. Three 
public meetings were held~ on February 4, 5, and 6, 1992 in Idaho Falls, Boise, and Burley, respectively. 
Representatives from the DOE, EPA, State of Idaho, and EG&G Idaho, Inc. were present at the public 

-_. meenngs I0 discuss the Proposed Pian, answer quesuons, and receive both written and oral official piiblic 
comments. A court reporter was also present at each meeting to record verbatim the proceedings of the 
meetings. Copies of these records have been placed in each of the information repositories as part of the 
Administrative Record for public review. 

A request for an extension of the public comment period was received and granted, therefore extending 
the comment period to March 13, 1992. A notice of the extension was published February 17 or 18, 1992 
in The PostRegister, TheIdahoState.Iounal,Twin FallsTimesNews,IdahoStatesman, TheLewistonMorning 
Tribune, Idaho Press Tribune, South Idaho Press, and Moscow-Pullman Daily News. 

All verbal comments, as given at the public meetings, and all written comments, as submitted, are 
vmr:ltrrl verbati.m in the Administntivr &cord for the R~GD. Those comments are annotated to indicate --r----- ____ _ __._.... -_..L...- 
which response in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix A) addresses each comment. A response 
to the comments received during the public comment period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, 
which is part of this ROD. Public comments received on the Proposed Plan were considered during the 
2 I--- .-_ ^1.1_:^ nnn I-L:” ,l..,.:^:,.- A  ̂^.._^_ * ^..,.“,...*” +I... “A,.xntu,i ,u...,,l:n, ,,t:A” qnrnnyr*h,u rTn;, uw~L”pLut;lrr 0, L,,‘S nvv. I ,,I> Uc;b‘>,“,, ““~U,,Ic;III pLcJu,IJ L,,b JLlbCLcY LCILIC-“IUI cLL,LI”II I”‘ V~VLY”” VILll 
10-05, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA and, to the extent practicable, the 
National Contingency Plan. The decision for this site is based on the information in the Administrative 
Record for this operable unit. 



4. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

Under the FFA/CO the INEL is divided into ten WAGS. The WAGS are further divided into OUs. The 
ordnance areas have been assigned to WAG 10 since they are not associated with an identified faciiity. 
Operable Unit 10-05, which also includes OU 4-01, includes the six areas (see Section 5.0) which have been 
identified for this interim action. The intent of this interim action is to reduce the immediate risks associated 
with the six, unexploded ordnance areas and expedite overall site cleanup. These six locations are in or near 
areas frequented by INEL site personnel and therefore pose a more immediate unacceptable risk to human 
health which needs to be reduced in the near-term. The principal risk in these areas is the threat of 
uncontrolled detonation of unexploded ordnance. Also, exposure to soil contaminated with ordnance 
r--*n**nAr *hnlle the artinn l~vrlc nrc‘<ent a note&al risk to site personnel in these areas since these .,“.L’y”Y....Y ..Y” .- . ..” I- .--.. -- .-_I =“-“- .._ - r 
compounds have been identified by the EPA as potential human carcinogens. 

Another Operable Unit, OU 10-03, has been identified in the FFAKO Action Plan for the remaining 
ordnance areas for which insufficient information exists to plan remediation at this time. 1” accordap.ce \&b. 
the FFAKO Action Plan, these areas will be addressed in the Fall of 1995. The historical record search 
identified as part of the selected remedy documented by this ROD will provide much of this information and 
enable possible future actions for OU 10-03 to be planned. 

The final remedies for both OU lo-03 and OU lo-05 will be addressed in the WAG 10 RUFS scheduled 
to begin in 1998. In the interim, RI/FS investigations at the other WAGS will be completed according to the 
schedule in the FFA/CO Action Plan and lead to the final comprehensive RIDS for WAG 10. This interim 
action is consistent with any planned final action. 

5. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Operable Unit lo-05 consists of the six locations identified for cleanup in this interim action. These six 
locations are in or near areas frequented by INEL personnel. INEL personnel working in these areas are 
exposed to the risks associated with uncontrolled detonation of unexploded ordnance and soils contaminated 
withexp:osives compaiinds. I-I.- --*L-,---• fn-h*--nn -Ann mr tn the &l rnnt?min?ntz include: ingestion, I ,I,, p’nrr,*ruJu LvL L.Y..a,z... w,.r-s-., .v I.._ I___ __.__ L _I__.. L . .._ ..~.~~~ 
inhalation, and dermal absorption. A description of the six locations is presented below. 

(1) CFA Gravel Pit. One 5-inch artillery shell is buried by a slumped gravel pit wall. This location is 
.^” . 1 I.-scncA L- ^_^^ -1&L..*... Irl L... . . ..“.“A‘vl f-* within 500 tt. of a sne proposeo tor ruture oevelopmeni ano LJ)V II. lrom a luau LLM V&&U vc ~~~~~~~~ IXjl 

that future project. 

(2) SSINorth At least two explosives storage 
bunkers at this location were destroyed in U. S. Navy tests resulting in the dispersal oi5-inch artillery sheiis, 
anti-tank mines, etc. in this area. This site poses a hazard to personnel in the vicinity. The approximate area 
is 10 acres. 

(3) C. Numerous 5-inch artillery shells and 
chunks of explosives have been found at this location. The area is periodically used by NOAA personnel 
for atmospheric tests and is within 2 miles of Test Reactor Area (TRA) and ICPP, two important operating 
i;iCiii:ieS. 7%~ .~nnvnvtm~~tsr :>r~o nf thic Iry:,tinn ic 5 xc;rer. I 18~ uyy~~~~u~~~~.. ...-- \,_ . .._.. _. _-._.... _I _ 
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(4)CFABuildine633Zone. Thisareawasusedasafiringstationforsupportofnavrilartillery tests. Many 
types of ordnance have been removed from this area. One 5-inch artillery shell is located in a 25 ft deep 
Fronrh dlmin thc,t hgQ heen harkfilld with 61 ad rnnrr~t~ ,-mm4 The nrm ic r~wrmtlv IIW~ hv TNET. _ l_.._.. 1.11.. 1.11. ..-” y-l.. Yl--._ ___-- .._... I-_- -_.- --..-.-.- --==--. -.-- _-_L -” -----...-, -_-- .., -- .-- 

. personnel. Some of the nearby buildings are scheduled for demolition. This location is approximately 20 
acres in size. 

,c\ r.~~ n_~_.-~~ TT”-~~- xT~~~.m.~..~~. ._*: ^ .-,.- 1_-. --_I ^.L^_ ^_ _I__^__^._ >^!--:.. L^..^ L^^- c ^.__ -1 :.. &L:” (3, r,re 3lEdL,O” I, L,unt$ IY”IneI~“us allll-Ld‘lK Illlllt5J ill,” “LllGl “l”llilllCcj LEVIIS uilvc; “CXZLI l”“ll” 111 LlllJ 

area near INEL Fire Station II. These ordnance apparently were dispersed as a result of tests performed at 
nearby locations at the NPG. This location is approximately 10 acres in size and is used periodically for 
training of INEL fire fighting personnel. 

(6) Power Line Road. The power line road is located approximately 2 miles east of ICPP and Fire Station 
II and is frequently used by INEL and off-site workers during maintenance of the power line. Numerous 5- 
inch artillery shells have been found from this area. Approximately 10 miles of this access road lies within 
the former Naval artillery range. Clearing unexploded ordnance from a corridor 50 feet wide on both sides 
of this access road would result in an area of about 118 acres. 

Unexploded ordnance have been found on the ground surface in most of these areas during routine work 
activities. Ordnance found to date at the INEL include: 3- to 16-inch artillery shells, partially exploded 125 
to 2,000 pound bombs, anti-tank mines, depth charges, smokeless powder, dummy bombs with spotting 
charges, and chunks of explosives compounds. It is estimated that 150 unexploded ordnance will be found 
..nA Antnn.l+uA A,>r;nn thn ;mnlnm~ntot;nn nfth;r ;nterim nrtinn ‘u&U “IIVLIULIU U”“..6 b-1.. “L.y.v.‘.‘.‘LYL’“‘1 \>I .&I.” I...VLI.L. . . . . . ..I... 

In addition to unexploded ordnance in these locations, areas of soil are suspected of being contaminated 
with explosives compounds at the ground surface. Pieces of explosives compounds and discolored soil have 

-1_-~.1.---- been reported in these areas by iNEL personnel Also, con’uoiied detonation or or~uuilutie during this interim 
action may also release explosive contaminants to the soil. These contaminants potentially include picric 
acid, RDX (hexahydro-1,3,5-trinitro-1,3,5-triazine), TNT (2,4,6-trinitrotoluene), and their numerous 
manufacturing contaminants and natural decomposition products. Contaminants, such as white phosphorus, 
metals and other military explosives, may also be present. The exact nature of the contaminants depends on 
the explosives used in the ordnance. TNT and RDX were the two most commonly used explosives during 
the World War II era. 

Many of the ordnance compounds are considered to be potentially hazardous to human health. TNT and 
RDX are listed by the EPA as possible (group C) human carcinogens. The common TNT manufacturing 
contaminants, 2,4- and 2,6-dinitrotoluene (DNT), are listed as probable (group B2) human carcinogens by 
thrF.PA ._._ - _._. DinitmhmmnrfDNR1 and trinitmhm7pnrITNR~arr.cnmmon nrotillct~sresultingfrom thenatural - _..___., I- __I____\__._,l..__ .._..._.... \-~~~I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~ 
breakdown of TNT. However, DNB and TNB are not listed by EPA as carcinogens. It is estimated that 185 
cubic yards of soils contaminated with explosives would be remediated in this interim action. 



6. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

Operable Unit IO-05 has been identified for interim action under the FFAKO Action Plan for the WEL. 
This OU consists of six ordnance locations that have been identified for this interim action based on risks 
posed to site personnel, knowledge of the past activities that created the problem, and the hazards present. 
This interim action will provide the mechanism to actively search for and identify unexploded ordnance in 
thew WPW and rmmvr the ricix ~~~cnriated with the nrdnance 2nd s& ~~~~~m_in~~x! with explosive _^.-I- --L.. -_- _-.- _-._ _.._ __-_- &.-,___-__- _.. -. _ _._.. -..-- 
compounds at these sites. A Baseline Risk Assessment has not been completed for OU LO-05 at this time, 
but will be included as part of the WAG 10 comprehensive RBFS. 

. 

The main risk that has motivated this interim action is the potential explosive hazard associated with 
uncontrolled detonation of unexploded ordnance. Many of the known ordnance locations are in or near areas 
frequented by INCL personnei. Encounters with unexpioded ordnance have occurred in the pas1 and the 
potential remains for future encounters. 

The CERCLA risk assessment methodology does not provide a mechanism to evaluate the risks posed 
by unexploded ordnance. Therefore, the risks associated with the six ordnance locations identified for this 
interim action were evaluated using the Department of Defense (DOD) Risk Assessment Code (RAC). The 
RAC methodology was developed for use at DOD sites where unexploded ordnance and contamination with 
ordnance compounds are a common problem. This methodology specifically addresses the risks associated 
with ordnance sites. The RAC was utilized for validation and confirmation of the unacceptable risks present 
at the six ordnance areas selected for this interim action 

The F-A-C ~.e$& c&s mwwtinn~ 2nd accinnc nnmrriral vz!t~ps to the ~x%v~~~ which :IW hae~ 0~. -I--“--“- -yy~D~‘I ..-. __-_ __-^ . . . _ -. _ 
information available for the sites being evaluated. The result is a qualitative evaluation of the hazards 
present, the probability of those hazards resulting in an uncontrolled detonation, and recommendation for 
appropriate response. The results of the RAC evaluations performed on the six locations included in this 

.I.. -- ^^. I^&^ interim action indicate that the hazards present watmni action to reduce me assutirilted risks. l-L:^ :-.-2- 1~11s LLLLC~~~~ 
action will reduce those risks by finding and disposing of unexploded ordnance from the six areas identified 
for this interim action. 

6.2 Contaminated Soil 

Additional risks result from exposure to soils contaminated with explosive residues. Disposal and 
detonation of ordnance at the NPG have potentially released explosive residues to the adjacent soils. The 
detonation of unexploded ordnance for disposal, to be performed during this interim action, also has the 
potential to release contaminants to the soil. 

No soi! data exist to nmntifv rnnrmtmtinns of the contaminants of concern, For this reason a risk 1------- , __..__.... - . . .._ 
analysis was performed using the risk assessment screening methodology currently used for FFAKO 
investigations. This methodology provides a mechanism to derive acceptable levels of contaminants in soil 
or other media by back-calculation from the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
7x1~~~ /XIc.rs\ I~.-.I ~.:..I. .._. TL I?_^^,_ 1 I _.I_ ^_,^,^_-_. :” ..,.,. “,.--L,.. ,.^_” ,.-._ *:.,- ““A ,.“_r 1. .._,._ r “~ rla, (LYL.r, rargrr IlSh L~iulgz. I11C I ,ilCis I ulr;rLKluvLu~:y I> ,GaJ”uauLy b”LIJG;I YLlU”C ‘LLLU UJC.3 ll”lULlllJ ILO 
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sensitive indicators for the environment. It focuses on major environmental pathways, receptors, and 
exposure scenarios to identify risk-based soil criteria for contaminants of concern. Modifications to the 
mrthndnlnsw inc!~d_ed the r~a!t~a!inn of &tTIIai ~o!~ta~t a.~ an additiona! nZ!thWay of exposure and the . ..-...-----~. 
derivation of toxicity data when appropriate data was not available. Dermal exposure has been evaluated 
and found to be an important pathway at other Superfund sites involving cleanup of ordnance compounds. 

TX.. ^L:-^s: . . . ^crL^ ..E^,. ̂-^I..^:^ . ..^^ t^ A^t,.-:..n ^^:1 ,.^“““..h.“L,...” et.** ..“....“..“..t “.. ^^^~..t”l.1~ .Gnl- I ,,.z ““Jlz;LU”C; “I ,,,c; ,,Jk aualy~m WIlJ L” “~LGIIIIIIIce 3”ll b”llL~LllLPLI”IIJ u,a.L LrpCJCl,t au Ilcbbpu”Lr L.Jh 
for the contaminants of concern. Risk-based soil concentrations were back-calculated from the established 
NCP target risk range of 1 in 10,ooO ( 10T4) to 1 in l,OflO,OOO (106) for carcinogenic contaminants and a 
Hazard Index of one for non-carcinogenic contaminants. Because the purpose of such an analysis is to obtain 
risk-based soil concentrations, the irack I methodoiogy does not require sampiing data. instead, the 
procedure uses risk criteria to establish acceptable contaminant concentrations in the media of concern. 

The selection of exposure scenarios for the risk analysis was based on the current Track 1 methodology. 
This conservative methodology uses hypotheticalexposure scenarios, both present (occupational) and future 
(residential). The hypothetical occupational scenario evaluated a worker at the site assumed to be exposed 
to the contaminants in the soil. The hypothetical residential scenario evaluated exposures to individuals 
assumed to reside at the site in the future. A future residential scenario was considered for this risk analysis 
because it is possible that a residence could be built on the site in the event the INEL is eventually closed 
and vacated. 

The majcr nsthwnv< for human PY~~CIITP !Q !k ewnlnsivrs IX.~.IWIII~~< 2~ thrnlloh dPrm.ai ahs~rntion. r----‘.- ,- --_ _ .-.- _-.. -..r ----- r--v-. -- =--..-- _._ _..._ -_.. --... 
ingestion, and inhalation of contaminated materials. Each of these pathways was evaluated for the two 
exposure scenarios, occupational and residential. The occupational exposure scenario resulted in the 
limiting soil contaminant concentrations. 

Concentrations of soil contaminants above the 1 in 10,000 (10e4) risk-based soil levels as determined by 
the risk analysis are considered to pose an immediate risk, requiting cleanup. Therefore for this interim 
action, these concentrations have been selected as the screening action levels: TNT (440 mg/kg) and RDX 
(180 mg/kg). A screening action level for DNT has not been deveioped, since DNT is a manufacturing 
contaminant and natural breakdown product of TNT, normally making up approximately one percent by 
weight. The action level for TNT adequately provides for remediation of DNT and other natural breakdown 
products that may be present in the soil above the 1 in 10,000 ( 10e4) level. This is consistent with the approach 
taken at other CERCLA sites with similar contaminants. The cleanup standards selected for this interim 
action are the 1 in 100,000 ( 10W5) risk-based soil concentrations, 44 mg/kg for TNT and 18 mg/kg for RDX. 

The action levels and cleanup standards selected for this interim action are protective against actual or 
expected exposures to the contaminants of concern. Based on the conservative nature of and the use of 
default values in the risk analysis, the 1 in 100,000 ( 10e5) risk-based cleanup level is protective of human 
health and the environment. The calculated non-carcinogenic concentration for TNT (26 mg/kg) was not 
<.utr,+orl Fnr thr PLl.“...3 la.,‘,, l.Y,..,I.M. tLn Art, u.r.,l,..lt;nn horl r..hrtnn+;.,,,r, ,n,,r~rrnnf;Aunr.r ,~,,~,Q th:,n A:,, Jblrrlr” I”L ulr C’CYuUp AU ““L U”LL1”.,., LA,., IA.,R 1” Yl”U.‘“Ll LlY” .,Y”ULY”“Y”, I” ,,“L U”I.IIYI..II II v VI” L...... Il.... 
for the carcinogenic risk evaluation. The 1 in 100,000 ( 10V5) risk-based cleanup concentration (44 mg/kg) 
selected for TNT is adequately protective of human health and the environment. 



The action levels and cleanup standards selected for this action are appropriate for an interim action and 
are consistent with those selected at other Superfund sites contaminated with ordnance compounds. These 
levels will be re-evaluated as part of the WAG 10 comprehensive RI/FS to ensure that the cleanup remains 
protective considering cumulative effects. 

This interim action will reduce the hazards associated with unexploded ordnance and soils contaminated 
with ordnance compounds at the six identified areas. ,Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances 
from this site, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an 
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment due to the presence of 
unexploded ordnance and ordnance compounds in the soil. 

6.3 Ecological. Concerns 

L..^^:.... DTlCC onn PC”,.., ,ho Ecoiogicai concerns wiii be more fully addressed in ibe WAG i0 compre~~r;us~vr; I\UI’~ _“U. UlllrU La._ 
Track 1 risk evaluation methodology is conservative and the major ecological exposure routes are expected 
to be the same as for human exposures, the risk reduction realized due to this interim action should also 
achieve a significant reduction in adverse ecological effects. 

7. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The Proposed Plan presented fourinterim action alternatives: ( 1) no action; (2) placement of administrative 
barriers; (3) detonation and disposal on-site:; off-site incineration of contaminated soil; and (4) detonation 
and disposal on-site, on-site composting of contaminated soil. These four alternatives are discussed below 
in greater rl_et:r& 

7.1 Alternative 1 - No Action 

LT ̂-.--,. _I:-, -...: ..-......., AI-. . .--lA...,“r.d . . ..A r thu n- ..rt;nn .>lt~m-ti.,,= The nn s,rti,,n :,lrrrnativr w’,< IYU IGILIGUL~~L ~~LUULL WUU~” vc; IlllplblllbLII~u ulrueL lllu lIv yIuv.l vlrv.r.vr .,“. _..- a.” -.-. L __.__..___ ._ L- 
evaluated as required by CERCLA and the NCP. No immediate reduction of the explosive risk or risks from 
explosive contamination would be accomplished. No significant costs would be associated with the no 
action alternative. 

7.2 Alternative 2 - Placement of Administrative Barriers 

This alternative would involve the placement of administrative controls, such as signs and fences, at all 
identified areas where unexploded ordnance have been found. Administrative barriers would not meet 
cleanup requirements but would limit human exposure by informing personnel of the hazards present in the 
identified areas. However, this alternative would provide no guarantee of reducing the risk of uncontrolled 
det~onation to site personnel and would not reduce the potential risk to site personnel or the environment from 
the release of explosive residues. Estimated total cost would be $182,600. 



7.3 Alternative 3 - Detonation and Disposal On-site, 
Off-site Incineration of Contaminated Soil 

This alternative involves a phased approach leading to controlled on-site detonation of unexploded 
ordnance by experienced personnel, followed by incineration of soils contaminated with explosive residues. 

Phase I would first proceed with an in-depth record search of NPG and INEL historical records. This 
would include searching DOD record storage facilities located outside of the INEL and would encompass 
all identitied.and suspected ordnance areas at the INEL. The record search would provide the necessary 
“YC~~‘““‘,” ‘III”I.IIYU”.. .” &..” . . ..-. L-~------J :-f---+kn tn ;A*nt;f-r nrAnnnr~-rwlrrfml artivitie~ tnr(~et xeasl and &sting hazard.~ in order ” . . . ..-..-- .--..-- --- ._ -_-, --o-- 
to prepare plans, procedures and health and safety documentation to implement the cleanup. Additional 
ordnance areas identified through the record search which the FFAKO Remedial Project Managers agree 
will pose an immediate unacceptable risk to site personnel or the public, and consist of limited additional 

. 1. ~3 -----P.L:“: -1. ..z-^“r:^” n..rl”n..,,nn..u,.n magnitude and associatea nazards, wiii beconsmxed wiiiiiii tiie stiupt~ 01 ~11~3 LIIIC;~I~LL LLLLIULI. ~~~~~~~~~~ aLcLLa 
evaluated during the record search, which are deemed to pose an immediate unacceptable risk and fall outside 
the current scope of this interim action could be addressed by amending the ROD for this interim action. 
Upon concurrence of the three FFAKO Project Managers, a ROD amendment may be initiated and would 
involve another public comment period. 

As part of this interim action, areas identified which are crossed by public roads will be posted with signs 
to warn of the potential hazards to the public presented by unexploded ordnance. Phase II would continue 
with a systematic search for surface and near-surface ordnance at the identified ordnance areas using visual 
and geophysical search methods. Unexploded ordnance and chunks ofexplosive discovered in this manner 
would be marked, identified, and investigated to determine ordnance types and whether explosives were 
contained within Theseordnance would then be detonatedin place or. ifnecessary, moved to a safer location 
for detonation with other like devices by qualified explosive ordnance disposal technicians. The areas would 
then be policed for shrapnel and examined to insure complete detonation of explosive materials. Any pieces 
of explosive residue released due to incomplete detonation would be detonated again Nonhazardous solid 
w&e, jnzh as shrapnel, iesu!:;ng fro m II, A.a+r.n-+Gr\n .*m,.*rl ho /l;rnr\re A in the TNFT RCps.4 S&ft!e D ia.n.&X YLll”Ll‘aU”Ll .,“YIU “1 y.yy”y’” . . . . ..” __ .-..d -_ 
at CFA and, to the extent possible, scrap metal would be recycled. 

Phase III would involve systematic sampling of soils in areas where detonations occurred and areas 
suspected to be contaminated from past activities due to visibie discoioration. 5hipie:s w&i: be analyzed 
using field methods developed for explosives by the DOD with 10 percent of the samples sent to an off-site 
analytical laboratory for quality assurance and confirmation of results. These data would be used to 
determine the volume of soil to be removed based on the cleanup action levels and standards presented in 
this ROD. 

Phase IV would involve removal of soil contaminated with explosives above the action levels. 
Contaminated soils would first be sampled and analyzed using toxicity characteristic leaching procedure 
(TCLP) methodology to determine if RCRA requirements apply, and then taken to an off-site treatment/ 
disposal facility for incineration and disposal. The $2,359,500 estimated total cost for this alternative 
assumes 185 cubic yards of soil will require treatment. 
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7.4 Alternative 4 - Detonation and Disposal On-site, 
On-site Composting of Contaminated Soil 

Alternative 4 involves the same phased approach as in alternative 3. The NPG record search, posting of 
signs, ordnance area search, detonation, and soil sampling (Phases I, II and III) would be the same for this 
alternative. However, remediation of soil contaminated with explosive residues (Phase IV) would utilize 
the innovative composting technology currently being evaluated by the DOD and EPA for cleanup of soils 
contaminated with explosives at the Umatilla Army Depot Activity Superfund~site in Oregon. 

In this alternative, contaminated soil would be removed and mixed with nutrient-rich organic material 
(m~nnre MC j md nl~ed inside a containment structure where temperature and moisture could be \___ L__-_-, _“__, L.._ r.L.._ ..~ _._. 
controlled. This methodology utilizes native soil microorganisms, similar to municipal waste composting, 
to degrade contaminants and has been shown to successfully remediate mixed explosives in soil within 90 
days. Treated soil would be sampled and analyzed for explosives to confirm successful remediation. 
0 ..^. _^^1L. 11.. ._ ._.... __I “̂ :I . ..^... 2 *I.,.- I..- ..” ..,I c __ ,.I..“̂  *:,I “, +I.‘, ThTET JlKcx25~IuLIy ILFIIICU ><,I, W”“,U LLL~L” UG “JGU 1\11 CI~ULI 1111 ‘u UIC U.tiY. 

The capabilities of INEL soil and associated native microorganisms to biodegmde ordnance compounds 
would first have to be evaluated in a, pilot-scale test. If this methodology is not proven to be feasible, ml ,,“I rr\,\ alternative 3 would be seiected as a contingency. iotai cost estimated for this alternative ts Z%UIJJVU. 

8. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

The CERCLA guidance requires that each remedial alternative be evaluated according to specific criteria. 
The purpose of the evaluation is to determine the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, and 
thereby guide selection of the remedial alternative offering the most effective and feasible means of 
achieving the stated cleanup objectives. While all nine CERCLA criteria are important, they are weighted 
differently in the decision making process depending on whether they describe a required level of 
performance (threshold criteria), technical advantages and disadvantages (balancing criteria), or review and 
evaluation by other entities (modifying criteria). The four remedial alternatives described in Section 7.0 
IXIY*Y uxrnlmrotorl nornvrlinn tn Iha fnllntniino PFRrl ~A rritpria. ““Y~Y~“~“YLIY Y”.,LYL.Lb .” %..” .“l.“v . . . . b --&.--.&-.-I- _--. 

0 Threshold criteria 
- Overall protection of human health and the environment 
- Compiiance wiih ARARs 

l Balancing criteria 
- Long-term effectiveness and permanence 
- Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment 
- Short-term effectiveness 
- Implementability 
- cost 

* Modifying criteria 
- State acceptance 
- Community acceptance 



8.1 Threshold Criteria 

TL......-..,l:.., ..I& ..--.. r: . ...” . . . ..-..^......... +..,I :..” ..,,. *:-- ._ *I.-r l....r”l.nlA . . . ..k....... ,...,..“I, . . ..T.tu..t.?d. nCL..m.,n I,,G,c;IIIc;“‘dl ‘ulG,lldll”~J wG,L;L;Yau‘lLL;u “1 Lc2IaLI”LI L” L,,b I,IL~~,I\,I~L~II~II~. “““‘Y”p”L~~L’“” “I .lULllUll 
health and the environment and compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs). The threshold criteria must be met by the remedial alternatives for further consideration as 
potential final remedies for the ROD. It is the intent of this interim action to meet the threshold criteria. The 
effectiveness of this remediai action as a tinai remedy wiii be evaiuated in the WAG l6 comprehensive 
RVFS. 

8.1.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The primary risks to be reduced arc the safety hazard to INEL personnel due to the presence of unexploded 
ordnance and risk of ingestion, inhalation, or dermal contact with explosive residues present on-site. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 would remove the hazards associated with the unexploded ordnance and soil 
contaminated with explosive residues above the action levels, providing protection for human health and the 
environment. Alternative 2 could potentially reduce exposure to these risks but would not be as effective 
as alternatives 3 and 4 since the hazards remain in place. Alternative 1 would do nothing to reduce these risks. 

8.1.2 Compliance with ARAIQ 

CERCLA, as amended by SARA, requires that remedial actions for Superfund sites comply with Federal 
1 “_~_~ 1-~~~- m_~m.I..L,. _. _,.. ---I-- Lo.__ A__,_^.. n--..A:.. 1 ^^L^..^ ^L^..I-1 ^i”̂  ^^.--1.. . . ..+L tl... arm >)~ilte niws appncaoie LO me acuon oenig ~ilxlen. ~enreunu ~CLIUIIJ ~IIUUIU LLXJU ~u~~l~~~ ~‘111 ~~8b 

requirements of laws and regulations that are not directly applicable, but are relevant and appropriate. 
Combined, these are referred to as ARARs. Compliance with ARARs requires evaluation of the remedial 
alternatives for compliance with chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs or justification of a 
waiver; and whether the remedial aitematives consider other criteria, advisories, and guideiines. 

8.1.2.1 Chemical-specific ARARs - Chemical-specific ARARs are standards for allowable levels of 
certain contaminants in the environment. Such standards are generally issued pursuant to the Federal 
SDWA, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, RCRA, Atomic Energy Act, and State counterpart requirements. 

There are no chemical-specific ARARs governing clean-up levels for unexploded ordnance or explosive 
residues in soil, Therefore, hased on knowledge to date, no chemical-specific ARARs have been identified. 
If chemical-specific ARARs are identified as the development of Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
progresses, they will be complied with. 

CuAe...., ..“A rtotv..,.,+..~” ,..,, ;+.,run ,,,, >tirrnc. .,rrnr\tnn~,ir.,h,uhPrl,,rPthclint~r;m I,,tin”rl~r~nntr,r:,,wi,h I ~UCIlAI~LUU,YL” I*YLI, yuu”L, Lv~u’y.‘“L’yyLIll”.u~~I.~y”.v Il-.,....yl . .._ ̂ ...” .I... I-...I..-vI.I..~.--I _ ._-- 
surface water or groundwater contamination. Water quality issues will be addressed in the WAG 10 site- 
wide, comprehensive RI/FS. 

ijnexpioded ordnance are not ciassified as hazardous waste as described in RCRA. Explosives residues 
are classified as listed RCRA hazardous wastes if they are generated by a manufacturing or processing 
facility or may be characteristic RCRA hazardous wastes if they are reactive. The concentrations of 
explosives in the contaminated soils are expected to be far below the 12 percent by weight cutoff that would 
make them reactive, based on research performed by DOD. However, any contaminated soils taken off-site 
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for treatment/disposal would need to be sampled and analyzed using the RCRA TCLP methodology to 
determine waste handling and shipping requirements. 

8.1.2.2 Action-specific ARARs - An air quality permit is not required for this interim action since it is a 
CERCLA onsite action. However, the substantive requirements of an air quality permit must be met. The 
Idaho Division of Environmental Quality will be informed of this action and provided with the appropriate 
information for their review prior to taking any action. 

8.1.2.3 Location-specific ARARs - The National Historic Preservation Act is applicable to CERCLA 
actions. Howeier, this interim action is not expected to impact areas with historic significance. Five of the 
riv In,-atinnr hlrre hman nrm.rin.>rl.r PIIRIPIW.,~ t-nr r~rltnr~i VPP~>,~-PP nnrl the rkth In,-dnn will he n,rve.r,vl “** .“IUU”..Y . . ...” %,““.. y-Y ..“yy.J “..* .-,-- *“a wyI.“I... I-y”...IIy . . . . . ..- y-I.yI -vI...A”.. .I._. -.. “... .“,.,.. 
prior to the start of any actions. Also, no threatened or endangered species or habitats have been identified 
in these areas so the Endangered Species Act is not considered to be an ARAR for this interim action. 

8.2 Baiancing Criteria 

Once a remedial alternative has been shown to satisfy the threshold criteria, five balancing criteria are used 
to evaluate other aspects of the potential alternatives. The balancing criteria are used in refining the selection 
of candidate alternatives for the proposed action. The five balancing criteria are: long-term effectiveness 
and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; 
implementability; and cost. Each criterion is further explained in the following sections. 

The no action alternative was eliminated from further evaluation since it did not meet the threshold criteria 
described above. The remaining three alternatives are evaluated below against each of the five balancing 
criteria. 

8.2.1 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternatives 3 and 4 would provide long-term effectiveness and permanence by removing the potential 
. . . . 1,%&.,-l. I._,.r A”,...,l”?.:l ^~-+n-:-n+~rl..,:+h,u,l,n:..,,,n:,l..an” l-.~.rrtlr,la”...... ,,t:m. In.,ol, Attum.>t;..u ~n~L”JL”~,Irrr~~,“JIlrluJl,llC”LILLLLIIIII~LLCU vr‘ur~*~r”J1”~Irll,uu~~u”,,r~nr~rl~urr”t,~~rl”rll~“rrl~. -IlrlLIYLI”C 
2, placement of administrative barriers, provides some reduction of risk but its effectiveness and permanence 
would be limited. The hazards would remain in place and some personnel must enter these areas to perform 
their work in support of the continued operations of the INEL. 

8.2.2 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

This criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting remedial actions employing treatment 
technologies that permanently reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances as their 
principal element. Evaluation of alternatives based on this criterion requires analysis of the following 
factors: treatment process used; toxicity and nature of the material treated; amount of hazardous material 
destroyed or treated: irreversibility of the treatment: type and quantity of treatment byproducts; and the 
statutory preference for treatment as a principal element. 

Alternative 3 would remove the risk posed by unexploded ordnance through controlled detonation. Under 
thir .,lturnnti.ro ,.nnt~,min~>trrl ~nilr 4th ,.r,n,.ontr.,t;r\nr nf r.nnt.>m;nnntr :>hnrr~ the rlec,m,n .I,-tinn IP,,P, L.l.Y UIIIII.I*LI,I, V\II.LU.L.‘.IL.LYU Yllll.7 ..1111 ~\,I.III.LLULI,,.I” ,,& .,I,..LYII..IIY..IY yy” .., &..., v’YY....y ..- ..\,.. ly.y. 
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would be incinerated off-site. The incineration process is irreversible, destroying the ordnance compounds, 
and producing a smaller volume of ash. The incinerator chosen for this action will be a facility approved 
hv th+ F~PA tn rrreive fTRrT .A ux,cte~ 2nd will hr wmon<ihlr fnr nrnner rlicnnml nf thr :lrh drnmdine nn -, . ..- -_. _ .- .--- _.- ---.--. _ ..-l.-l -..- ..-_ I_ _ --=-.. I _--- --- r--r-- --- rl”---- . .._ _“._ --T--‘-.‘.D . . . 
the nature of any residual contamination present. This alternative offers the greatest reduction of toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of wastes present at the ordnance locations identified in this interim action. 

A,~.__-..~:..^ 1 ..^.. ,,I ^I^^ __- ^..^ .L~_ _-^,_ _^^.._I L . _^___1^_1.__1 ^__I_.._^^ .L _^..^ L ^^^._^ ,,...A ,! . ..^_... :.... tuIGLlliill”G Lt WV”,” iuS” IGlll”VG Lll~ 1151\ p,uscu uy urrc+JL”“G;u “LUIICLLLLG LLu”u~LL b”LLLI”UG” UGL”LIdLI”LI. 
Alternative 4 differs from alternative.3 in that soils contaminated with ordnance compounds above the 
cleanup action levels would be treated by composting on-site. This alternative would also potentially reduce 
toxicity, mobility or volume of wastes by degrading the ordnance compounds present in the soil. However, 
if other contaminants, such as beavy met&, are present, the treatment process couid be compromised 
resulting in an increase in the residual waste volume, which could potentially require disposal at an off-site 
EPA approved facility. No soil sampling data exists to fully evaluate the nature of the soil contaminants. 

Alternative 2, placement of administrative barriers, would provide no treatment and, therefore, would not 
fulfill the statutory preference for remedial actions involving treatment. The hazards associated with 
unexploded ordnance and contaminated soils would remain in place. No reduction of toxicity, mobility, or 
volume through treatment would be accomplished. 

8.2.3 Short-term Effectiveness 

The ~,sl,,d;nn nf alt~mnt;.r~r hca.,d nn rhnrt-tom effm-t;,,enm~ rpnnirpr can nna,,,ri~ nf thrrffwtivrnerc ~I.“Y,U.YI..“..“.Y..“...I...~“VIYII”..Y..”.. .., . . . . -A .--... ~‘.“U”‘~l~~.~“~“-.Y,“IU” _I.._” __I-...-..-- Y 
of protection for the community and workers during remedial actions, environmental impacts during 
implementation, and the amount of time required for remedial action objectives to be achieved. 

I,_~~~~.~- _) ~~ 1~3 .~- :~~~ ~I~~~~-~~_., ~-1~~_1-~-1~~ :~.- ~.-~-I,~.L,. .--I...-I--.. A >JI&:--..,,.. .L:.. finemauve 2 coum oe impiemerueu relatively quickly usmg avauame ~ecnuorogy. fiuuniommy, uus 
technology has been demonstrated in the past at the INEL and DOD facilities. Detonation of unexploded 
ordnance would remove the immediate safety hazard to INEL workers. Removal ofcontaminated soil would 
further reduce risks and cause minimal impacts to the environment. Remedial action objectives would be 
achieved within two years. Dust and noise would be produced by this alternative but these impacts would 
be mitigated through remedial design to minimize impacts to INEL workers and the environment. Remedial 
activities would protect workers by meeting the requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
(OSHA). Disturbed areas would be backfilled with clean fill as necessary and reseeded to match natural 
vegetation. No impact to the community is expected from this action. 

Alternative 4 would require some lead time to design and perform a pilot-scale study before implementation. 
Afterthis stdv demnnstratrd feaihilitvnfthr treatmrnt~ thi~:~lt~.mativr.w~~~!d hr. imnlemented, Remedial ..-.-. . . .._ -.--, --...-. .-..-.------.-- . . . . -- ..- .._..~.. . . . . .~~~. ~.~..~~~~~~~ 
objectives could be achieved within two years. Alternative 4 could effectively remove the hazard of 
unexploded ordnance and risks associated with explosive residues in soil. Potential impacts to workers and 
the environment from detonation of ordnance and excavation of contaminated soils would be similar to those 
:?l....*:&Y..-I A-,.- ..I* ..--.. *: . . . 2 Iu~LIIIII~u I”, LLIIc;III~LI”L; .I. 

Alternative 2 could be completed quickly using existing resources. No significant impacts to the 
environment would be associated with this alternative. However, this alternative would not eliminate risks 
associated with the ordnance sites, and therefore not meet the remediai action objectives. 
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8.2.4 Implementability 

Theimplementabilitycriterion has threefactorsthatmustbeevaluated: teclmicalfeasibility;administrative 
feasibility; and the availability of services and materials. Technical feasibility requires evaluation of the 
ability to construct and operate the technology, the reliability of the technology, the ease of undertaking 
additional. remedial action (if necessary), and monitoring considerations. The ability to coordinate actions 
wi$h n&r *>m=nrbr ;c the nnlxr fwtnr fnr ev~~lnatinc administrative fe?sihilh This would include the a-6 .,...,.-” .- “.” Y..-J _-_._ _ _-_ -.----.i--D --__._..__.. - . .._ --L_..----.~d. 
substantive requirements of a State of Idaho air quality permit and any requirements for off-site disposal. The 
availability of services and materials requires evaluation of the following factors: availability of treatment, 
storage and disposal services; availability of necessary equipment and specialists; and availability of 
prospective technoiogies. 

Detonation and incineration, alternative 3, has previously been implemented at many DOD facilities. 
However, these facilities brought an incinerator on-site for treatment of contaminated soil. Due to the low 
volume of contaminated materials expected, this action cannotjustify the significant initiai capitai costs of 
bringing an incinerator to the INEL. Therefore, an off-site incinerator approved by the EPA to receive 
CERCLA wastes would be utilized. This alternative could be readily implemented using existing 
technologies. 

Alternative 4 would require design and completion of a pilot-scale study prior to construction and 
implementation of Phase IV. Soils and contaminants specific to the INEL would be evaluated to insure 
success of the cornposting technology. However, this alternative is not readily implementable due to the 
unknown nature of the soil contaminants and the estimated smallquantity requiring treatment. The presence 
of heavy metals, in particular, would make the composting technology infeasible. 

Alt,.r-nr: ..,,.? ~~II~III~L~~~ A, piXCZl~,,L~~ uyIIIIIIAoLIyLII~ llyLlllly,~~IyIy yv Iuh.. .~ r-*nt‘nrl-;n;rtr,lt;.ru hnrriore r.nnlA hPrr,,r/il,,illlnlPmPntP~ fnlln~ino nrr)r~~pp~en! y--“.va .I-- ----- -..D r . - 

of materials, minimal personnel training and planning. The time required to fabricate the signs and install 
signs and fences would be minimal compared to the other alternatives. However, administrative barriers are 
effective only if the integrity of the barriers is maintained, personnel acknowledge the hazards that are 
present, and a iong-term commitment for maintenance and funding is provided. 

8.2.5 Cost 

Capital costs, operation and maintenance costs, and present worth costs must be estimated in order to 
evaluate tOtd1 project costs. Capital costs include design, construction, equipment, buildings, startup, and 
contingencycosts. Operationandmain~nancecostsincludelabor,power,disposalofresiduals,administration, 
and periodic review. Actual costs are expected to be no more than 50 percent over, or 30 percent under, the 
cost estimate. 

Alternative 2 costs ($182,600) are minimal and would also require minimal annual inspection and 
m,r;ntonnnro tn ~mcn~~ qrlminktntirw hnrrierc rpm:ain in nllpp, .LIUI..I”I.d...-” .” V..YILI c. -..._... Y-L- _.- .I-___-.I .-.-.--.. -.. r-L___ 

The costs of alternatives 3 and 4, $2,359,X)0 and $2,075,500 respectively, are significantly higher than 
the cost of alternative 2. However, both of these alternatives remove the immediate and long-term hazard 
and associated risks, ~nese iw(, aiiemaiives ;~ssuiiie iiiai I; unexploded oidnaiize will be dztona:~d in a 
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controlled manner. This assumption is based on previous field searches and ordnance detonation at the 
INEL. Alternatives 3 and 4 also assume known acreage for each area and the volume of contaminated soil 
(185 yd3) to be remediated. This volumeesti~mate is based on thecumulative area assumed to be nntentinllv r---‘-----J 
affected by the ordnance detonations. Deviation from the above assumptions would significantly affect 
estimated costs of the alternatives. 

The modifying criteria are used in the final evaluation of remedial alternatives. The two modifying criteria 
are state and community acceptance. These two criteria must consider the following factors: the elements 

8. .I or me alternatives which are supported; the eiements of the aiternatives which are not supported; and the 
elements of the alternatives for which there is strong opposition. 

8.3.1 State Acceptance 

This assessment evaluates the technical and administrative issues and concerns the state may have 
regarding each of the alternatives. 

The State of Idaho Department of Health and Welfare (IDHW) supports the selection of alternative 3, 
controlled detonation and on-site disposal, off-site incineration of contaminated soil. The State of Idaho has 
been involved in this project from the beginning, including preparation of the Proposed Plan and this decision 
document. Comments recp.ivpd from IDHW were inccpwwe.4 intn these dacumAefic 2nd &qf &~ip bppfl r------ ---.- 
issued with IDHW concurrence. 

8.3.2 Community Acceptance 

This assessment evaluates the issues and concerns the public may have with each of the proposed 
alternatives. The issues identified during the public comment period are more fully addressed in the attached 
Responsiveness Summary. 

Alternative 2, placement of administrative barriers, was supported in combination with both alternatives 
3 and 4. 

Alternative 3, detonation and incineration, received moderate support. However, the public was 
concerned with the location of the incinerator and transportation of wastes off the EVEL. 

Alternative 4: detonation and composting. received the most support. The public esneciallv nreferretl the ran ,r ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
idea of treating contaminants on-site. However, this technology is infeasible for this interim action since the 
composting technology is still being developed, the estimated volume of contaminated soil is low, and heavy 
metals may be present in the soil. 



9. THE SELECTED REMEDY 

Operable Unit 10-05, which also contains OU 4-01, includes the six areas which have been identified for 
this interim action. It is the intention of this interim action to reduce the immediate risks (see Section 6) 
associated with these six unexploded ordnance areas and expedite overall site cleanup. The six locations 
have been identified for cleanup in this interim action because they are in or near areas frequented by INEL 
site nersnnne.l :md contain ~u~exn!oded ordnance, which nose an unaccentable risk to human health. r-..-.~~~-~ -~.- 

The selected remedy (alternative 3) for the interim remedial action of OU 10-05 will cost an estimated 
$2.359.500 (present worth). The remedy includes the following actions: (1) a comprehensive search of 
L:“r,..Gnnl ..u,.nrA .- ..u..tn:..:..- t,. *I.- hrnc-? “..,I -eke- rs.n%..r,.taA ,w.A..enra r:tar nt &a rkTl2r I?\ nr\ot;nr. nf&nnr LI,~L”,I~uI Ib-c”IU.3 p”uL’Iuu~ L” u,r ,.A u UllU “U&b, ““.7pA4C” “LUII~.L~C DILb.7 YL L&l., LL.YY( \L, p”“L’.L6 “I 0’6’,‘> 
where the public has access to ordnance areas, (3) a field search of the six identified areas for unexploded 
ordnance, (4) controlled detonation of the ordnance, (5) field sampling of detonation areas and other areas 
suspected of contamination with explosive compounds, (6) excavation of contaminated soils exceeding 
action ieveis, and (73 off-site incineration and disposai of contaminated soiis. Tllis alternative is preferred 
because it best achieves the goals of the evaluation criteria given the scope of the action. 

The selected remedy assumes an estimate of approximately 150 unexploded ordnance and 185 cubic yards 
of ordnance-contaminated soils to be remediated in the interim action. The estimates are based on previous 
field searches and ordnance detonation work at the INEL. This interim action is limited to the six identified 
areas or the estimated quantity of materials to be remediated. 

The selected remedy for this interim action includes a search of historical records pertaining to ordnance 
activities at the INEL. The search will be comprehensive and will not be limited to the six areas identified 
for cleanup. This record search will provide information to enable possible future actions to be planned for 
rrmrrli:~tinn nf ,mrrnlndrd nrdnanre nt the TNET. __._.____._.. ^ _.,_ - .._.. r _..___ __-_.- .___ - _._.___. --. Tnfnnneinn frnm thr recnrd srwrh .&I he eva!m!ed hv I .__..____ L_._..- .l..._.._._ -_.---L.... 
the agencies to determine whether any additional ordnance locations, other than the six identified, present 
an immediate unacceptable risk to INEL site personnel or the public. 

A I>:.:---, --A-..--~. ..-...- :>--.1c-., .L _^.. -L AL.. _._^^__I ̂...._ _L ___I_:^!- Al^ Tx?A,Pn n..-..A:.., r-L.,.:....& ~uu,I,“,,a, “,U,,II,,Ct: illt3ilS IUt2,lLUIG” UU”U)p wt. IG:c”L” x5alLLI WLllLLl UK k-rNL” I\G;ILIG”I‘u Kl”JCLL 
Managers agree will pose an immediate unacceptable risk to site personnel or the public, and consist of 
limited additional magnitude and associated hazards, will be considered within the scope of this interim 
action. Ordnance areas evaluated during the record search, which are deemed to pose an immediate risk and 
fall outside the current scope of this interim action could, upon concurrence of the FFAKU Project 
Managers, be addressed by amending the ROD, or in another manner consistent with the FFAKO process. 

Another operable unit, OU 10-03, has been identified in the FFAKO Action Plan for the remaining 
ordnance areas for which insufficient information exists to plan remediation at this time. In accordance with 
the FFAKO Action Plan the remaining areas will be addressed in the Fall of 1995. 

The final remedies for both Ol~J 10-03 and OU lo-05 will be addressed in the WAG 10 RJfFS scheduled 
to begin in 1998. In the interim, RI/FS investigations at the WAGS will be completed according to the 
schedule in the FFAKO Action Plan and IeJd to the final comprehensive Rl/FS for WAG 10. This interim 
action is consistent with, and will not interfere with, any planned final action. 
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9.1 Historical Record Search 

In Phase I, a comprehensive search of historical records pertaining to the former NPG and other suspected 
ordnance sites at the INEL will be completed. This search will include U. S. Navy, U. S. Army, DOE and 
other record repositories as necessary to sufficiently identify activities performed at the former NPG and 
other ordnance sites at the INEL. Specifically, the purpose of the record search is to identify the types of 
ordnance used, strategies and goals of the tests conducted, targets used, and other information that will aid 
in the planning of this and future cleanup activities pertaining to ordnance at the INEL. 

92 Ordnance Search and Detonation 

Signs would be posted at the borders of the suspected ordnance areas which are transected by public roads 
(see Figure 1) to warn the public of the possible presence of unexploded ordnance and the associated risks. 

Phase II would continue with a systematic search for unexploded ordnance in the six identified ordnance 
areas in OU 10-05. These searches will employ both visual and geophysical sweeps of the areas in an effort 
to identify all ordnance within two feet of the surface. All ordnance identified in this manner will be marked, 
the location identified by coordinates, and iogged into a fieid notebook to enable workers to t-eiocaie them. 
Areas suspected of soil contamination, due to discoloration or presence of chunks of explosives, will also 
be identified and marked for sampling in Phase III. 

Phase II will continue with the controlled detonation of the unexploded ordnance and chunks of explosives 
located by the searches. Each ordnance would be detonated to initiate an explosion that would either destroy 
the ordnance and its associated explosive or expose the inside of the ordnance to determine its contents. Live 
ordnance would then be further detonated to destroy the ordnance compounds within Metal debris produced 
would first be checked for complete detonation and then discarded as nonhazardous waste to the INEL 
RCRA Subtitle D landfill at CFA or, if possible, recycled as scrap metal. 

In Phase III, soil in detonation areas and other areas suspected of being contaminated with ordnance 
compounds will be systematically sampled using field analytical methods. Soil samples will be collected 

,.^-+^-:..“..r” to determine if action ieveis have been exceeded due to the i&EX of LUIIIUIIIIILIIIW duiiilg ordnafice 

detonations. 

The field analytical methods developed specifically for ordnance compounds by the U. S. Army Corps 
of Engineers Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory wtll be used for this interim action. These 
methods will analyze for both TNT and RDX, providing low detection levels, good reproducibility, and 
reliability. Detection levels are sufficiently low to detect these compounds at concentrations below the 
cleanup action levels. Other ordnance compounds and mixtures, such as Compound B, amitol, etc., contain 
TNT and/or RDX and will therefore be detected using these methods. 

Ten percent of the soil samples collected will be sent to an off-site analytical laboratory for quality 
: IWWWW-* :lnri vPrifir*:ltinn nf fiP!d an:riytir:1! results. These samples will be analyzed using EPA method ..““...-..-v I .- .-__ -_--. . . . -_ ___ - 
8330 for a suite of ordnance compounds, including: RDX, TNT, DNT, and numerous related compounds. 
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These samples will serve as a quality check of the field analytical methods that will be used. 

The screening action levels and cleanup standards for TNT and RDX have been selected based on results 
of the risk analysis discussed in Section 6.2 and information derived from cleanup actions at other ordnance 
sites. The action levels are 440 ppm for TNT and 180 ppm for RDX. These action levels were selected based 
on the NCP excess cancer risk of 1 in 10,000 ( 10m4) for an occupational exposure scenario. The occupational 
scenario resulted in the lowest risk-based concentrations for the exposure pathways evaluated. The risk- 
based soil concentrations generated by the risk analysis closely parallel those used at other ordnance 
Superfund sites. Additionally, the risk evaluation used to derive these risk-based soil concentrations is a 
reasonably conservative methodology and has established action levels that are protective of human health 
and t.b.e envirnnmmt __ ._.... ._..._ 

Soils with TNT and RDX concentrations determined to be over the screening action levels will be 
excavated and containerized for transportation to an off-site incinerator. Other ordnance contaminants 
-^.,.-r:..ll..-r -^-- *:.. .I... ,.^_ *^-:..^*,.A “?.:I” ..,_.. IA #.sr,.Lu ,~...,A:“t,A ” c n r.ao,ll+ rrF+lro;rrrr~n,.,,,,rrmrp .,,;*I? purr;LLL,tllly pLcx”“L,,, ,,1~~“,,I‘u L,,,, ‘UC” J”ll.Y W”“l” aI*” “C ,II,I,cIuLYLcY ‘a.2 ‘4 ‘U.,“IL”‘ U&l.. ..“-“I..Y.LY..I” .I I... 
TNT and RDX. For example, DNT is a manufacturing byproduct of TNT processing, making up 
approximately one percent by weight of the total TNT concentration. It therefore occurs with TNT as a 
contaminant and will be remediated simultaneously with soils that exceed the TNTcleanup action level. This ..,. -.- will aiso be true for ‘I’N’I degradation products and compounds simiiariy associated with RDi<. Fieid 
analytical methods are not available that would quantify these other~potential contaminants. 

Thecleanupstandardselectedfor tbisinterimaction is basedon theNCPexcesscancerriskof 1 in 100,000 
(lo->) for an occupational exposure scenario. The cleanup standards for TNT and RDX are 44 and 18 ppm, 
respectively. These risk-based soil concentrations were also derived in the risk analysis performed following 
the conservative Track 1 methodology. The cleanup standard represents the maximum concentration of soil 
contaminants allowed following completion of the interim action. The screening action levels and cleanup 
standards for this interim action are similar to those selected at other Superfund sites contaminated with 
ordnance compounds. 

Excavated soil will be containerized for transport off-site to an EPA approved incinerator, consistent with 
the EPAoff-site disposal policy. The containerized soil will first be sampled and analyzed for TCLP analytes 

. . I~ I~,.~~ ~,~--!L--, ..n”n A VT . ..^.. ̂ .^ 2 ^^-rm-:- . ..^ -1^^:,^ ^_^ ,..,_,.,, t-A t,. to aetermme wheiher u snout oe cmssureu as n~.nn. waste. ~~cavateu L~II~IIIIIILL~U sons ~LIG enpec~eu LV 
exhibit contaminant concentrations that would be less than the 12 percent by weight cutoff that would make 
them a reactive waste under RCRA. Transport of contaminated soil to the selected incinerator will follow 
all applicable laws regarding transportation of hazardous materials. The sampling results for the containerized 
waste will determine which transportation laws are applicable and help determine the tinal disposition of 
incinerator ash. 

The interim action will conclude with off-site incineration of the contaminated soils and appropriate 
disposal of the ash by the incineration facility. The selected incinerator will be a facility approved by the 
EPA for off-site disposal of CERCLA wastes. The actual location of the incinerator will be selected during 
the remedial design phase of the interim action. 
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10. STATUTORY DETERMINATION 

The responsibility ofDOE and EPA, under CERCLA is to ensure that interim remediai actions will protect 
human health and the environment. Additionally, Section 121 of CERCLA, as amended by SARA, 
establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences. These specify that, when complete, the 
selected remedy must comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental standards 
established under federal and state environmental laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. 

The selected remedy must also be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment 
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The remedy should 
represent the best balance of tradeoffs among alternatives with respect to pertinent criteria. Finally, the 
statute includes a preference for remedies that employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduces 
the volume, toxicity, or mobility of hazardous wastes as their principal element. 

The selected interim remedial action for OU lo-05 at the INEL meets these statutory requirements. The 
selected remedy will reduce the immediate explosive risks in the six identified areas and reduce the risk of 
exposure to contaminated soil to within the NCP target risk range of 1 in 10,000 ( 10V4) to 1 in 1 ,OOO,OOO 
I. ,A* ~.11 ~~-_------ .._._^^_... L,^^L^_r & ._-_ :-1-.-L .._,.- l.....,*L (1 u “). Impiemeniaiion ofthe seiecietl remedy win norposc an unaccep~auie snoi I-LE;LLII LAJ~ ho uuman ~I~.UIIXL 
or the environment or cause cross-media impacts. 

10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected interim remedial action will protect human health and the environment through removal of 
the risks associated with unexploded ordnance. In addition, soils contaminated with ordnance compounds 
which pose an unacceptable risk will be removed and treated by incineration. 

10.2 Compliance with ARARs 

The cplrrted rrmrdv will comnlv with all Federal and State ARARs. The ARARs are presented below. -.-------._ - .._._._ -, ..----- . ..=.. ~~~~~~ 

10.2.2 Chemical-specific ARARs 

There are no chemical-specific ARARs for this action. 

10.2.3 Location-specific ARARs 

There are no location-specific ARARs for this action. 
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10.3 Cost-Effectiveness 

The selected remedy (alternative 3) is cost-effective because it has been determined to provide overall 
effectiveness proportional to its costs, the net present worth value being $2,359,500. Although the cost of 
the selected remedy is higher than the other alternatives, controlled detonation and disposal on-site followed 
by off-site incineration of contaminated soil provides a long-term solution that is protective of human health 
and the environment, This alternative eliminates the risks posed by unexploded ordnance and soils 
contaminated with explosives compounds from locations in OU 10-05. The cost of alternative 4 is about the 
same as alternative 3, the effectiveness of alternative 4 is uncertain because the composting technology 
would be infeasible if heavy metals are present. Alternative 2, placement of administrative barriers, does 
..,.+ -..-. ,:,L “_.> t..antmr..t ,,.. .amF..,.,, r.?Ftha h.,~.?rAr mmrLlnt nnA in nr,t d%rt;.,r fnr hp. rnrtr inrllrrpd Ll”l p”*‘uc c&,&J LItiYL~LILI~L “I LClll”“YI “1 LIIU LIcaI‘a~Y.x p”U”‘.L Y2.Y I.7 ..“L UIIII1I.V I”. I..” WV”.” 1..V”1.V”. 

10.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative 
Treatment Technologies or Resource Kecovery Technoiogies 

to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The DOE, EPA, and the State of Idaho have determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum 
extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be used in a cost-effective manner for 
OU 10-05. The agencies prefer a permanent solution whenever possible and for this action it is possible to 
meet the objectives of an interim action and provide a potentially permanent solution The selected remedy, 
detonation and incineration, will reduce the hazards associated with unexploded ordnance and significantly 
reduce the volume of soil contaminants present at OU 10-05. 

10.5 Preference for Treatment as Principal Element 

The statutory preference for treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, mobility, 
or volume of hazardous substances as a principal element is met by this action through incineration. 
Unexploded ordnance will be located and detonated for disposal thereby eliminating the explosive risks 
-----:_.-> . . . ..I. .L- -:.. .__.^ 1 _1^-.1c.._1:- T\TT I,, ,\c P^Z ,^^^...,.--^ :....*^?I . . ..+I. ̂ ..A -_-______ a..,.A”...:,, k‘, a3Y”tiIziLtxl Wllll L‘lt: ?,I,% illGil> I”I;IIUIICU 11, “” I\P”J. 51,113 c”IIIdLIIIIIctLLL;u Wllll “L”II‘u”Cc- ~“LLLp’uLL”~ w111 UC 
treated by incineration. This action provides a permanent reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume of the 
contaminated soils at OU 10-05. 

11. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan for OU 10-05, ordnance interim action, was released for public comment in January 
1992. The Proposed Plan identified Altcmative 3, detonation of unexploded ordnance and disposal on-site 
and off-site incineration of contaminated soil, as the preferred alternative. DOE, EPA, and the State of Idaho 
have reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment period. Upon review 
ofthesrcomments~ it was determinedthatnosignificantchanges to theremedy:asit wasoriginallyidentified 
in the Proposed Plan, were necessary. 





RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

1. OVERVIEW 

Operable Unit (OU) 10-05, ordnance locations interim action, is the first OU to be addressed within 
Waste Area Group (WAG) 10 at the Idaho National Engineering ,Laboratory (INEL). A Proposed Plan for 
the ;ntz=rim artinn \.,n~ r~lw,rd Tnn,,~nr 5 100’7 ,>$ff the i&id nnhlir cnmmrnt n&d crhd,,lrd from I.&” ..I.VLI... ..I..“.. ,I.... .LI.--I.. <........., -, -./- r--I--- --_...__-_._ r -_--- _ -..---_-- 

January 13 to February 12.1992. A request for extension of the public comment period was received and 
granted, resulting in extension until March 13, 1992. The Proposed Plan recommended alternative 3, 
detonation of unexploded ordnance and disposal on-site and off-site incineration of contaminated soil, as the 
preferred alternative. 

2. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

The Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan was published January 4 and 5, 1992 in the Moscow- 
Pullman Daily News, January 5.1992 in The PostRegister(Idaho Falls), The Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), 
Twin Fulls Times News, Iduho Stutesmun (Boise), The Lewiston Morning Tribune, South Iduho Press 
(Burley), and January 6,1992 in the Iduho Press Tribune (Nampa). A similar newspaper advertisement was 
published January 30, 1992 in The Post Register (Idaho Falls), The Zduho State Journal (Pocatello), Twin 
Fulls Times News, Idaho Statesman (Boise), Idaho Press Tribune (Nampa), and the South Idaho Press 
(Burley) repeating the public meeting locations and times. Personal phone calls were made to inform key 
individuals and groups about the comment opportunity. 

The Proposed Plan was mailed to the public on January 8, 1992. The Plan was mailed to 5.73 1 
;nA;.r;,h,olr nn the T’hiG’T mnilinn lirt with I ,.n,,m,. ,P~W frnm the F,ire,-tnr nf+hr Fn,,ir,,n,,,~nt:,, R~ctnr:,t;,,,. I.L.2I”IYUYIYV.L L’.““.YU.L’Y”“‘~l.l. .,IbblY-“,-. ..,IuI LL”.I. . .._- -.I-.-. y_ ...-I.....V... _ .-..-__.-- _ -.-..-.. 

Division of the Department of Energy (DOE) Field Office, Idaho urging citizens to comment on the Plan and 
to attend the public meetings. Copies of the Plan and the Administrative Record were made available to the 
public at six regional INEL information repositories: the INEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls, and the 

. . . . . . puouc lmraries in idaho Faiis, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. Copies of the Administraiive 
Record file were initially sent to the information repositories on January 7, 1992. Additions to the 
Administrative Record file were made on January 22 and 28, and February 28, 1992. 

The public comment period was initially scheduled from January 13.1992 to February 12.1992. Three 
public meetings were held on February 4,5 and 6,1992 in Idaho Falls, Boise, and Burley, Idaho respectively. 
Representatives from the DOE, EPA, State of Idaho, and EG&G Idaho, Inc. were present at the public 
meetings to discuss the Proposed Plan, answer questions, and receive both written and oral public comments. 
Acourt reporter was also present ateach meeting to record verbatim the proceedings of the meetings. Copies 
of the meeting transcripts will be placed in each of the information repositories as part of the Administrative 
Record for public review. 

A request for extension of the public comment period was made and granted, resulting in the comment 
period ending on March 13, 1992. A notice of the extension was published February 17 or 18, 1992 in The 
Post Register, The Id&o Stute Journul, Twin Fulls Times News, lduho Stutesmun, The Lewiston Morning 
- .I m .I ~..~~I “I--.~~.~ n.~,,..~ n..:,.. &I 1 rroune, iduho Pr-ess 1 ruxme, Suuih id&o Pr~ess, 1111~ IYI(ISC(IW-TL~~~~UI ~ur6.y IVCW,). 
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A request was received for a public meeting or technical briefing to be held in northern Idaho. In 
response to this request, a technical briefing was arranged through the Moscow League of Women Voters 
and conducted by telephone conference call on March 9, 1992. 

3. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

The public comment period was held from January 13, 1992 to March 13, 1992. Comments and 
questions raised on the Proposed Plan for interim action of unexploded ordnance locations during the 
comment period are summarized below. Both oral comments received at the public meetings and written 
comments received have been grouped together according to the general subject of the comments. These 
like comments have been responded to below. 

Comments and questions on a variety of subjects not specific to the ordnance interim action were also 
received. These subjects included nuclear and hazardous waste issues at the INEL, future military use of the 
TNnT <,“A G-l‘- TNFT P”mm,.“it,r Rrlntinnc Pll” l?r.nnn<r~ tn cm-h cnmm,=n~~ ore- nor nrnvirlrrl in thic zI.yy, -.a- ..&- II ,-- ..,“.I..“....I’, ..I.....“..” ^ -..... --I”~V..YIY IV ” --.. -v......-. _.Y I__ ._“. I ,..1 ._--- . . . _...I 

Responsiveness Summary. Additional information on these unrelated subjects can be obtained from the 
INEL Public Affairs Office in Idaho Falls or at tbe local INEL offices in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. 
Comments concerning the Community Relations Plan are being considered along with other comments 

~-!~~~~, J~~~~.~~- ~~~~~~~._~ ~~~~L,I. ..~~.~..~.~.I _.~.!.I -- &1.. TLTTTT ,-.-..-I&.. “.,...I^-- “,..- receiveu uurmg a separate puouc couuueut pei~iou vu me IIYDL ~orumumry ~ejliluous riau. 

4. SUMMARIZED COMMENTS ON UNEXPLODED ORDNANCE INTERIM ACTION 

In response to public comments received, DOE has chosen to use a comment tracking system to aid 
the public in finding responses to individual comments. This system allows commentors to compare 
public comments received by DOE with the comment summaries and responses provided in the 
Responsiveness Summary. This system is described below. 

At the end of each comment summary is a list of codes in parentheses. These codes are assigned to 
individual comments and are related to the source of the comments. The first two characters of each 
code identifies from which transcript CT) or written document (WI a comment originated. For example, 
Tl is transcript number one from the Idaho Falls public meeting and Wl is the first written comment 
received by DOE during the public comment period. The second set of two digit numbers represents the 
sequence of individual comments within a given document. For example, Tl-01 is the first comment 
: A....+: - &...A :.. *L.... TA.>L.- EC..,,.. . . ..I.1.^ - ,... A.... t ..,... “,..G.., ,“L-IIIIIIG” 111 L11G luau” I’clllJ p”““‘b UlbbLLU~ nurr.x.LLp. 

A record of the comments received is annotated, listing the comment identification codes and the 
response numbers where each comment is summarized and the response provided in the Responsiveness 
Summary. Commentors can then refer to their written or orai comments and easiiy iocate the 
corresponding comment summary and response. This annotated record is provided in the Appendix 
following the comments and responses. 



4.1 Characterization and Extent of Interim Action 

(1) Comment: Analysis of compounds couid be tnd by various iaboratories resuiting in great savings. 
(W2-03) 

Response: A subcontract for this interim action will be awarded based on technical expertise and other 
specified criteria, including cost considerations. For example, the analytical laboratory used will have to 
be certified by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers for the methods used to detect ordnance compounds. 

(2) Comment: The interim action should include investigation of the “suspected bombing areas” as 
well. There also needs to be more investigation of the full extent of ordnance contamination at the entire 
site and the associated cost. This should go beyond the high-risk areas identified for the interim action 
wirhm~r rlnwinn rinwn the immediate rlegrnm ..‘lll”YL IL” I.... 6 Y” ,,.. . ..- -._ . ..I -_-.- -_ --..- r. 

(Tl-01, Tl-07, T2-04) 

Response: The interim action is limited to the six areas identified in the Proposed Plan and the Record 
..* 1 ..^ ^-^ . ..^ 11 1.-^...- --A &L. .,...- I_ n- ,....., >,,‘, ,.,,, I.,- .G‘.l, t 01 utx1sIw DtXi(uSe ihe hazards in the these aitas a,~ WC;II huu~u a,,~ nl~y ~“3” YLL ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ LlllR m 

INEL personnel working in or near these areas. As a part of this interim action an intensive search of 
historical U. S. Navy and other applicable Department of Defense records will be completed to IeJrn 
more not only about the six identified areas, but the extent of ordnance contamination at the entire site as 
well. This information will be used to plan possible future actions rebated to ordnance at the iNEL. 
Operable Unit lo-03 has been identified in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order as a Track 
2 investigation of the other ordnance areas at the INEL. The record search completed as part of this 
interim action will provide an early start and support that investigation. 

4.2 Risk Assessment 

(3) Comment: The Proposed Plan is premature because the extent of the problem and the associated 
risks are not sufficiently determined. Does a hazard exist’? Where? To what extent? The answers to 
these questions should be determined with certainty before money is allocated to address the problem. 
If the problem is so bad why has DOE allowed it to persist with no action for 40 years? (W7-01, W7- 
03) 

Response: The risk is sufficient to justify remedial action for the six areas identified in the Proposed 
Plan. The primary risk driving this interim action is the uncontrolled explosive hazard in areas 

-- --_ frequented by 1NbL workers. High expiosives degrade with time, making them unstable and ihcrefore a 
hazard to personnel who may come in contact with them. Other ordnance areas are scheduled for 
investigation in the Fall of 1995 as part of Operable Unit 10-03. The extent and nature of contamination 
in these areas are less well known. The historical record search being completed as a part of this interim 
action will help supply some of this information and guide possible future actions related to ordnance 
contamination at the INEL. 

The ordnance problem has not been totally ignored for 40 years. Some of the more concentrated 
areas were addressed as development in these areas was initiated. The results of work in such areas has 
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provided much of the knowledge we now have regarding ordnance at the INEL. The Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order now gives us the mechanism to further address ordnance problems at the 
INEL as a whole. 

(4) Comment: The qualitative risk assessment driving ordnance removal appears to be more 
appropriate than previous INEL risk assessments because the ordnance present a potential peril to 
anyone at the site. (W19-01) 

Response: Qualitative risk assessments are all that are necessary for interim actions. If sufficient data 
are available quantitative risk assessments are preformed. 

4.3 Ageucy Roles and Regulations 

(5) Comment: The Army, Navy, Air Force, and other military institutions within Idaho that have 
.lYl,.- C”,. :- ht... C..lA ,.c ..^..“l ,,.A..,4 ,.-A”..” .,‘. “L-.~lrl I-” ..,.“r..“t..A ““A “..,.rA:“n+..A m-9 n-, xx,7 ml\ LApA UJG 111 U&b 11L,,u “I uLLv-np,“uG” “I”IILIIIbC .xl”“iU “CI C”LLLLLI,LLU cl,,” C”“L”UuLLbU. \‘L-“J, I. I -I,&, 

Response: The interim action will use contractors with experience in handling unexploded ordnance 
and the other necessary tasks involved. The military often uses these same contractors for remediation 
activities at their sites. Department ot Defense pehsonnei have been contacted for their advice while 
working on the Proposed Plan, and we will continue to interface with them as needed. 

(6) Comment: The Navy should provide funds and personnel to address the problem. They should also 
be doing the records search. Why has it taken so long to get around to cleaning ordnance up? The 
Navy should have taken care of this problem in the 1950s. The response to this problem should have 
been in months not decades. Why wasn’t there funding set aside for this? (W2-02, W12-01, W13-01, 
W16-03) 

Response: DOE has been designated the responsible party for cleanups at the INEL as a Superfund site. 
Frrlrr~l fnr-ilitv rlr~>nnnc CWP oenemllxr mnrrlins~rd ~nci n&A fnr hv thP so~nc-v harrino numevchin nf the ._“_.“_ _ “-___. ~ “.-l.““~U -- o -..-.“̂ - J _vy .“...“.” ““..I =“-” _V. “, I.._” D -..-= ..I. -..~ Y...._. “..-~ .I_ . ..- 

facility. Federal money and therefore public tax dollars finance cleanups regardless of the agency tasked 
with the cleanup responsibility. There was no requirement for the U. S. Navy or any other military 
branch to set aside money for eventual cleanup of facilities used in the past. 

Although unexploded ordnance have been present at the INEL for some time, they currently present 
an immediate unacceptable risk. The mechanism through which this problem is being addressed, the 
FFA/CO, was just signed in December of last year. 

4.4 Public Involvement 

(7) Comment: The public comment period should be extended to allow the public to better formulate 
comments. (WS-02, W14-02) 

Response: The request for a 30-day extension of the public comment period was granted, resulting in 
the CCIIIIITI~~~~ nrrinrl ntnninrr frnm T>IIIIICIIV 13 1992 to March 13, 1992. . . . _ _ ., _. . . _. . r ___.. -.- D-.~ ..__ -..--., ._, 
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(8) Comment: A public meeting or technical briefing should be held in northern Idaho prior to the 
close of the public comment period. (T2-10, T2-12, W8-01, W8-03, W14-01, W18-01) 

Response: A technical briefing was arranged through the Moscow League of Women Voters and held 
the evening of March 9, 1992. 

(9) Comment: Numerous comments were received concerning the INEL Community Relations Plan 
and public involvement. Comments included: location and format of public meetings; document format, 
availability, and legibility; excessive cost and time required for the public involvement process; 
reguiatory agency support of public invoivement; and format of the responsiveness summaries. (T2-09, 
T2-11, T3-02, T3-03, W6-01, W19-03, W21-01, W22-01, W22-04) 

Response: CERCLA responsiveness summaries normally address comments pertaining to the scope of 
the proposed action. Topics such as the Community Relations Plan are not normally addressed in a 
responsiveness summary. These comments have been directed to the INEL Community Relations Plan 
Coordinator for consideration along with other comments received from the public during the comment 
period on the Community Relations Plan. 

In response to public concerns, a tracking system has been adopted for use in this Responsiveness 
Summary to aid the public in finding responses to individual comments. This system allows 
commentors to compare public comments received by DOE with the comment summaries and resnonses 
provided in the Responsiveness Summary. 

4.5 General Comments on Alternatives 

(10) Comment: How will fugitive dust emissions be controlled to prevent airborne contamination and 
ensure worker safety? (W 17-04) 

Response: The procedures empioyed to controi fugitive dust emissions and to insure worker safety wili 
be developed in the remedial design phase of this interim action. A State of Idaho air quality permit is 
not required for CERCLA actions. However, CERCLA requires that the interim remedial action comply 
with the substantive requirements of an air quality permit. The appropriate information will be provided 
to the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality for review prior to any action. 

(11) Comment: Unexploded ordnance near the surface, particularly mines, should be located and 
detonated. (Tl-03) 

Response: It is the intent of this interim action to locate and detonate near surface unexploded ordnance 
in the F;Y :>rr:,~ iA _.. I.._ --.. I_--” .Lzl.!.!-.. . . . ...1 _ .v t’f’eri i n the Pm”mPf4 Plnn ?I”d thP Rrrnwi nfner.;r;nn Th;r w;ll ;nrl.,rl‘a mince yy”‘I _ _-.. -..” . .._ ..“_“I- “. I--IYI”.._ Il..y .,l.l ...IIYYY LI.I..IY, 

artillery shells, and other ordnance. Operable Unit 10-03, identified in the Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order, will investigate other areas at the INEL impacted by ordnance. 



(12) Comment: Visibly contaminated soil should be addressed by incineration or composting, 
whichever is cheapest. (Tl-04) 

Response: Cost is only one of the nine criteria required by CERCLA and the National Contingency 
Plan to be evaluated prior to choosing a remedy. The Proposed Plan identified two alternatives using 
these technologies and indicated that the estimated costs as related to this action would be very similar. 
Incineration was identified as the preferred alternative because it has been shown to successfully treat 
explosives, is readily implementable, and provides long-term effectiveness and permanence. 

(13) Cnmmentr The awncies shnuld indicate the criteria or narameters for cleanup standards (how \_-, -- __________. __._ - D _.._ -_,_ _.._ --- ..--.-.- 
clean is clean). DOE, EPA, and the State of Idaho should use judgement in determining the cost 
effectiveness of reducing the level of risk posed by soil contamination so as not to exceed the point of 
diminishing returns of reduced risk versus cost. (Tl-05, T2-13) 

Response: CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan require remedial actions to evaluate and 
compare carcinogenic risks to the target risk range of 1 in 10,000 (10v4) to 1 in 1,000,OOO ( 106) excess 
incidence of cancer and noncarcinogenic risks to a hazard quotient of one. These values were used to 
determine appropriate cieanup ieveis for the contaminants of concern in this interim action. These ieveis 
are documented in the Record of Decision. 

(14) Comment: It is good to see that work is proceeding on the cleanup of ordnance to address the 
dangers to site workers, the public, and the environment. (T2-01, W20-01) 

Response: Comment noted. 

4.6 Alternative #l 

No ~cotnnlen~s received. 

4.7 Alternative #2 

I ._\ - -._- --~-~I-~.~.- TL. -.L.. (13) Lommeni: i support this aitemative because the probiem oniy affects sne wot~ner~s. 1 ne VLLIT;I 
alternatives are costly and would expose the general public to hazards. (W16-01) 

Response: This alternative, placement of administrative barriers, does not meet the intent of CERCLA 
or adequately address or eliminate risks to site personnel. CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan 
favor alternatives that are protective of human health and the environment and reduce toxicity, mobility 
or volume of contaminants through treatment. Alternative 2 does not achieve these goals. 



4.8 Alternative #3 

(16) Comment: I support the preferred alternative (Wl-01, WlO-01) 

Response: Comments noted. 

(17) Comment: More information needs to be provided on off-site incineration including transportation 
issues, more accurate descriptions of the volume and character of the soils estimated to be incinerated, 
the disposition of the material remaining after incineration, the incinerator location, the process for 
^L-^“:-^. ..--I ^___^.. :..- .L^ :-?.: __....I :-.. -:r,. ^..-I *I.,. ^^^. “-,I L-1. ^F:..-:..nr”+:,... ,TX,,7 rn ,ll,L n7 Lrl”“&ur~ LLl,U app’uvu’t; UK. III~‘UG1ilU”II Jllq a,,u LULi L”JL cu,” LlJh “1 III~III~‘aII”II_ \“” I I-“&, . . I”-“&, 
T2-02, T2-07) 

IPesponse: The volume and character of contaminated soils, and incineration costs were estimated in the 
Proposed Plan using the best available intormation. Better estimates cannot be made untii soiis are 
sampled and characterized during the remedial action itself. The incinerator chosen will have to be an 
EPA-approved incinerator capable of receiving CERCLA hazardous waste. The incinerator will be 
chosen during the remedial design phase for this interim action. Residual materials resulting from 
incineration will be disposed in compliance with environmental regulations and will be the 
responsibility of the incinerator facility. 

(18) Comment: If this alternative is selected, it should not preclude the use of alternative 4 
(composting) in the event that this technology becomes viable. Given public concern about incineration, 
the interim action should include further investigation of composting. (Tl-02, T2-05) 

Response: The anticipated low volumes and uncertain character of contaminated soil for this interim 
action has precluded the use of alternative 4, composting, at this time. This technology will be re- 
evaluated for possible future actions at the other ordnance areas associated with Operable Unit 10-03. 

(19) Comment: Alternative 3 will produce mixed waste that will require special handling and storage 
as well as increasing the risk to the environment and employees. (WlS-03, W21-03) 

Response: Alternative 3, detonation of unexploded ordnance and incineration of contaminated soils 
will not produce mixed waste. No radiological contamination is known or expected in the six areas 
identified for this interim action. 

(20) Comment: The preferred alternative is not supported because incineration is utilized. Incineration 
is ngt xcentahlr as it may came envirmmmtal contarn_ination elsewhere. The public is asked to r----- 
support a preferred alternative that degenerates into verbal assurances halfway through. (W19-02, W22- 
02) 



incinerator. The interim action will be performed in accordance with environmental regulations. 

4.9 Alternative #4 

(21) Comment: Alternative 4 is the best way to take care of unexploded ordnance. There could be 
great savings over DOE’s cost projections. DOE should make an effort to make composting more 
imnlPmPntnh,P nN3-nl W17A1 w77-“2, “A.y’L”“w..LYU’“. \,. I “I, I. I, “A, ..-a “d, 

Response: This alternative is not viable due to the unknown character and anticipated low volume of 
contaminated soil. It will therefore not be developed by DOE at this time. This technology is being 

-~~P~~~~ > -._-- -..I ~~---~L.--...- -...-:,-Ls- c--..-- .^ &L- TT.TT?T C^__^^^fL,^ I . . . ..__^ developed ai o.mer Superiunu sues arm may oecome avaname ior use ar me II,UOL IUL pusshnr; IULULG 
actions. For this interim action, the estimated cost of composting is approximately the same as that for 
incineration. In the future, the Track 2 investigation of Operable Unit lo-03 may show a greater volume 
of contaminated soil due to the larger area covered, thus making composting more cost effective. 

(22) Comment: The discussion of alternative #4 in the proposed plan references “an innovative 
technology currently being evaluated” at another site but does not discuss the specifics of this 
technology. There should be a more detailed discussion of this technology and what it specifically 
involves. (T2-08) 

Resmnrer The level of detail provided in the Proposed Plan about the alternatives, and more 
specifically alternative 4 (composting), was appropriate for proposed plans as described in guidance 
documents for preparing CERCLA decision documents. At this time, there is little published 
information regarding the application of composting technology to remediation of soils contaminated 
. . ..rl. u”“l,.n;..ur TX” e--F.:“” I.rc”.lr ;r rnlrnonro,! h.” TT c .A ..m./ l-n”;,. ““A Un-rnrArmr h”!,t~v;!>lr VVLUL bnp”c,Lrr.T. IL110 “L’E;“AL’~ _“I& I.3 *~“LAo”*Yu “J u. 0.1 “LL’J I “All YllY llLLIYlY”UY I..L..~LIY.., 
Agency (WSATHAMA) and they can be contacted for any updates. 

I”^. - 

(25) Comment: Composting is just setting the problem aside, not soiving it. 
(W 10-02) 

Response: If the nature and volume of contaminants present in the soil were better understood, 
composting could prove to be an effective remedy. Composting, where appropriate, has been shown to 
successfully degrade many ordnance compounds within a reasonable time. This technology is currently 
being evaluated at some Department of Defense sites and may be re-evaluated for possible future actions 
at other ordnance sites at the INEL. 

4.10 Other Alternatives 

(74, P,.mmant. * ~~nmhin~tinn nf *tt~mn+ilrr 7 <>“A ~lt*m9+i.,r d ir wnnnrtd \a.-, -v . . . . . . . ..I. 1. ““...UI.IYL.“.. “A Y..“...“.A.- - “..” U.“...“.A.I -” “-YY-----’ Adminis@ative contro!s 

provided by alternative 2 should be immediately implemented to protect the site workers. This action 
should be followed by implementation of alternative 4 to produce an end product that is benign to the 
environment and employees. (W18-02, W21-02) 



Response: An interim action is an expedited response to remove the hazards associated with a site. 
Currently, warning signs are in place at some of the areas where ordnance exist. Employees requiring 
~,.,.Pc.o tn thare nve,>c <,c= rc.m,;r,xl t,, ho h,bt-d nf thy hlm,r,i c “rPEP”+ LLIUVU., %\I LLlYIl” ULlYY YI” “yu’.“” .” “” L,.I”II.. “. . ..- ....YI.“Y Y.-Y- . . . . p1acpp.ep.t Qf fl”&er warning 
signs is not deemed to be necessary considering the controls in place and the expedited cleanup 
schedule. 

Since me nature and volume Of coniaminan~ pre~iit iii iije SOii aie noi f”iiji Ch~aC.~rized, 

alternative 4 (composting) is not considered to be a readily implementable remedy. Composting is 
currently being evaluated at some Department of Defense sites and may be re-evaluated for possible 
future actions at other ordnance sites at the INEL. 

(25) Comment: Anaerobic biotreatment using technology being de,veloped at the Center for Hazardous 
Waste Remediation Research of the University of Idaho should be considered as a fifth alternative for 
evaluation. (W5-01) 

Response: This technology would not be selected as the preferred remedial alternative for the same 
reasons that aerobic hiotreatment was not selected. The unknown nature and anticipated low volume of 
the contaminated soils precludes the use of biotreatment technologies at this time. Additionally, there is 
no indication that anaerobic biotreatment has been sufficiently developed’for successful implementation. 

(26) Comment: Activated sludge techniques for biotreatment should be considered. (W9-01) 

Response: This technology has been successfully applied to a wide variety of organic contaminants hut 
has not been demonstrated for remediaiion of ordnance compounds. -.->-..-1--:~.- ~ecruioiog:les evaluated for this 
interim action were those currently being used or evaluated by the Department of Defense for ordnance 
compounds. 

(27) Comment: Why doesn’t DOE use the vitrifying equipment at the INEL to remediate the 
contaminated soil from the ordnance locations? This process would destroy contaminants in the soil. 
(TS-01) 

Response: This technology has not been demonstrated as a viable technology for remediation of 
ordnance compounds. Vitrification would actually increase the residual volume as compared to 
inr-inn-:ltinn for thr rnnt,lminlnts xsnci~1twi with this interim action, Additionally, the anticipated low _ ..-...- _-__ . . . --- -..- --___L . .._.. L . .._ L __.... L..- 
volume of contaminated soils would not make this a cost effective remedy. 

Response: The use of tanks or similar devices to detonate ordnance at the INEL would not be a viable 
alternative. Such techniques are meant for wartime appiications and wouid resuit in unacceptabie 
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environmental impacts at the INEL. 

(ZY) Comment: On-site destruction should be used. Equipment or facilities for remediation shouid be 
portable and designed to be used for remediating other sites as well. (W4-02) 

Response: Unexploded ordnance will be destroyed on-site and in place where feasible to minimize risks 
associated with moving the ordnance. Contaminated soil will be incinerated off-site since the volume 
anticipated for this interim action precludes bringing an incinerator on-site due to the high mobilization 
and operational costs. A portable incinerator or other on-site destruction technology, such as 
cornposting, may be considered for possible future actions at Operable Unit lo-03 at the INEL. 

(30) Commentz A portable (vehicle-mounted) electromagnet should be considered for the project. 
~Tnn-monnat;~ m”,+‘c.nr;~lr rr\.llA ha r(n*nr+n,i ..,;+lY n matnl ,iPtP,.+nr nnA rmnn.,~rl Aft-r rcm,n.ir~l mrt~lr ‘.,,,“rnLLU~‘.uLA’ II.YWLI‘,u, l”Yl” V” “IL”UL”U .,lUL Y l.l”Lul YIIUILYL Y.... L”...“~“... . .IIyL LIl.l”, . ..) .L.I....Y 
could be recycled and the areas could be plowed to expose additional materials. (W4-03) 

Response: Electromagnetic technology has not been demonstrated as a feasible means to locate 
_.-r-~~- I.~.! ~-~,.I~.,. ~..~.~. unexpioded ordnance. Metai detectors and r&ted technoiogy are common ~ecnno~og:~es wmcn may 

potentially be employed for this action. Details of the technologies chosen for this action will be 
documented in the Remedial Action workplan. 

Recycling of the scrap metal generated after removal and detonation of ordnance will be evaluated 
for this interim action. Plowing to expose additional ordnance may not only be dangerous, but would 
result in unacceptable environmental impacts at the INEL. 

(31) Comment: Loads of materials could be taken to the Nevada Test Site and exploded underground 
with other bomb tests. (W16-04) 

Response: CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan prefer not to transport materials off-site as 
described in the EPA off-site policy. When materials are taken off-site, the action must be consistent 
with this policy. One requirement is that these materials must be taken to an EPA-approved treatment/ 
.I-----, ce-:,:r.. ^“_“L,^ ^C^^C^T_. I..-.Jl:-.. -..,I A: ̂ _^^ :..- *I-.. . ..-- t,.” : . . . . . . . . . .A uK.p”saL L*Lu‘ry L.LLpl”IG “I salczl~ Il‘ul”1111~ Ll‘lU “qwJ’LL~ Lllci Wa.-TL~J III”“L”LU. 

4.11 Costs, Budget, and Schedule 

.--. - .-.. (52) Comment: While the cost br&dOWn in the proposed pian is appropriate fOK the generai pubiic, 
more detailed costs should be provided. (W4-01) 

Response: Proposed Plans do not require detailed cost estimates. Proposed Plans are prepared 
following the evaluation and screening of various technologies and identify the preferred alternative. A 
more detailed cost estimate was not available at the time the Proposed Plan was developed. Greater 
detail will be developed after a remedial alternative is selected, as documented in the Record of 
Decision, and remedial design proceeds. 
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In support of Remedial Design/Remedial Action activities a more detailed analysis of costs in the 
proposed plan was developed and placed in the Administrative Record. 

(33) Comment: The incineration or composting of soils that remain should not be considered a high- 
priority item. Funding should be used for other cleanup. (W4-04) 

Response: The soil contaminants of concern which have been identified may pose an unacceptable risk 
to site personnel. The FFAKO Project Managers have agreed that immediate action is appropriate to 
reduce the hazards posed by the contaminated soils and expedite total site cleanup. Cleanup action 
1..~.1. I...~. L--- >-...I--^> .L^& . . ..I1 _..I>^ *L^ _^- ^..^ 1 .C.L--- ^^-.--:-e-re *-l.. “̂ :I . . ..rl. ,tT”txs ,ld”t: “va, ut3Lx”pGu Lllil, wu, g;uKK LUG IG‘II”Yill “I LIltjaG c.“IIILuIIIIIzlIII~. “lrly >“I1 Wllll 
contaminant concentrations exceeding the cleanup action levels will be removed and treated by 
incineration. 

(34) Comment: The hourly rates of $60 and $8O/hour used to estimate costs for each alternative are 
exorbitant. Even considering the cost of benefits and overhead these are unreasonable. (W15-01) 

Response: The rates quoted in the Proposed Plan are average rates for professional services and 
incorporate realistic overhead charges. The estimates are consistent with rates from previous experience 
with contracts for similar work, and are appropriate at this point in the project prior to any design. 

(35) Comment: Cleanup should begin immediately or within the next year. The risks presented by 
unexploded ordnance are greater than the cost of addressing the problem. (w2-05, W3-01, Tl-06) 

Response: The actual cleanup of unexploded ordnance will begin in the summer of 1993 following 
completion of the remedial design phase. This interim action accelerates the cleanup of unexploded 
ordnance at the INEL by starting this process now instead of waiting for completion of the Operable 
TI . . In nn”. ~~, A.~ ~~.. ~..-~~ -~I~~, 1-J c- ~r-1, 1nnc I~~ II-. P.I.~.., P--lllr-~ A -..- -. ..-I umt IU-IIJ rrack L mvesugauon, scneuureu ior ran ~YYJ in me reuemr =acrn~y fig:~eenrem arm 
Consent Order Action Plan. 

(36) Comment: The time-line for addressing the ordnance that is not addressed by this interim action 
should be determined. (T2-06) 

Response: The ordnance areas not addressed as part of this interim action are scheduled to be 
investigated in the Track 2 investigation for Operable Unit lo-03 in Fall 1995. This schedule is outlined 
in the Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order Action Plan for the INEL. 



4.12 Other Related Concerns 

(37) Comment: The Proposed Plan mentions future development at the Central Facilities Area gravel 
pit. What is this future development? (W17-03) 
Response: There are preliminary plans for a waste transfer station to be built near this location that 
would handle non-hazardous solid waste generated at the INEL and destined for the landfill. 

(38) Comment: Copies of viewgraphs from the presentation were requested. (WI l-01) 
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Appendix B 

PUBLIC COMMENT/RESPONSE LIST 



TRANSCRIPT OF MEETINGS AND WRITTEN COMMENTS 

RECEIVED ON THE ORDNANCE PROPOSED PLAN 

A Guide to Locating Comments and Responses 
. Documents in this appendix include transcripts of public meetings held on the Prooosed Plan for 8 

(Jeanuo of Unexuloded Ordnance Locations at the Idaho National Eneineerine Laboratory and all 
written comments received during the comment period. 

comments on the Ordnance Proposed Plan that were provided during the comment portton of the public 
meetings or submitted in writing. The purpose of this system is to provide the public with an 
opportunity to compare the initial comments received by DOE with the summarized comments and 
responses provided in the Record of Decision’s Responsiveness Summary. This system is described 
beiow: 

During the comment period held on the Ordnance Proposed Plan, the Department of Energy 
received approximately 100 pages of written and oral comments submitted by members of the 
nnhlir: and nnhlic officials. From these pages; a number of common topics and questions has r----- r --~--- 
emerged. 

To provide a manageable response to comments document for the public and the agencies, 
questions and comments with similar themes were condensed into a single comment or question -CA-~. ---L -..-.----:-^.l ^^--.._. ________ :,, with a response provided by the agencies. Immedia~miy attei- ea~u sunmnu~~eu LVLLIIII~~, you wul 
find a series of letters and numbers in parentheses. These are all the comments that were grouped 
together to create that particular summarized comment. These series of letters and numbers 
identify individual comments from the transcripts or written comments. The fist two characters 
of each comment code identify which transcript, or written document the comment is found 
(transcript #l, Idaho Falls = ‘Tl”, written comment #1 = “Wl”). The second set of numbers 
represents the sequence of individual comments in the document (“Tl-1” is the first comment 
identified in the Idaho Falls transcript.) 

1~~~.&.L-~, ~-~FL1-1 AI.. ~.....l__ ._^_^^L_.^ ^_ . .._l..^^ ^ ̂ __,._.^ :.. -..A _ ,.A I.., Ewh comment menuiieu wunm me meenug uarise-liyw VL WIIIIC;II ~ommejl‘w 1s I~X~L~L;U VJ 
brackets and the assigned comment code to assist individuals in finding their comments and the 
corresponding responses. A set of indices is also provided that cross-references comments by 
commentor name, comment code, response number, and the page number of the comment. 

This system has been initiated by the Department of Energy to respond to public comments 
concerning Responsiveness Summaries and is intended to aid the public in reviewing the Record of 
Decision and the Responsiveness Summary for this project. If you have any comments on this system 
and suggestions for improvement, please contact the INEL Community Relations Plan Coordinator at /nno\ C”I CO<” (‘“0, .JLW”O”L(. 
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INDEX BY COMMENTOR NAME 

Commentor Name Comment# Page Response++ 

Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Cjzencp F. &gem. 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Fritz Bjomsen r_:.- nI----~.- r,,cz. D,“L”S”” 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Marjorie D. Boren 
Beatrice Bra&ford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Bra&ford 
D . . . +..:,.,. D-..:,^C^-A YCYUIbC YL‘ulJl”lU 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
c,: -,.- CL,.L..^.. laIII”I LUUn,J 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Ronald L. Crawford 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
R. “Ham” Hamilton 

T3-01 142 
w2-01 149 
w2-02 149 
w2-03 149 
W2-04 149 
w2-05 149 
W3-01 1.50 
w4-01 151 
W4-02 151 
w4-03 151 
w4-04 151 
T2-01 94 
E-02 94 
T-z-02 95 
T2-03 95 
T2-04 95 
T2-04 96 
l-2-05 96 
7.5-06 96 
TX-13 102 
WlS-01 209 
T3-02 142 
T3-02 143 
T3-02 144 
w19-01 216 
,xr,n n-3 11L “” 17-v.& Llll 
w19-03 211 
w22-01 224 
w22-01 225 
w22-02 229 
W22-03 229 
w22-04 230 
Wl6-01 210 
W16-02 210 
Wl6-03 210 
Wl6-04 210 
T2-09 98 
T2-10 98 
z!-:: 98 
T2-11 99 
T2-11 100 
T2-11 101 
T2-12 101 
w5-01 153 
Tl-01 46 
Tl-01 41 
Tl-02 41 
W6-01 198 

21 
21 
06 
01 
28 
35 
35 
32 
29 
30 
33 
14 
11 
17 
05 
02 
02 
18 
36 
13 
34. 
09 
09 
09 
04 
20 
09 
09 
09 
20 
21 
09 
15 
17 
06 
31 
09 
08 
09 
09 
09 
09 
08 
25 
02 
02 
18 
OY 



INDEX BY COMMENTOR NAME (continued) 

Commentor Name Corumeni# Page ~espons& 

Leigh E. Hawkins 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Carnlvn Hnndn --- .,.. ---..-- 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
Ron Hover 
Leonard Hutterman 
Leonard Hutterman 
Phyllis Faye Jollette 
Frank E. Lintz 
&,fmy &,~c~eyno;& 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mincur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
LflUi Miilei;i 

Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Nan Norton 
Nan Norton 
Roger Rosentreter 
Cynthia Samuelson 
John E. Tanner 
John E. Tanner 
John E. Tanner 
Peter F. Tott 
Peter F. Tott 
Peter F. Tot% 
peter F. T&t 

WIO-01 
WlO-02 
W17-01 
W17-02 
W17-03 
w17-04 
w9-01 
Tl-06 
%I-07 
W20”01 
Wll-01 
ll,lO n, vv IO-“, 
W18-02 
W18-02 
W18-03 
T2-07 
T2-07 
72-08 
W8-01 
W8-02 
W8-03 
W8-03 
w14-01 
W14-02 
,x,91 n, ,,*I-“& 
w21-02 
W21-03 
T3-03 
w12-01 
Wl-01 
w13-01 
Tl-03 
Tl-04 
Tie(75 
w7-01 
W7-02 
w7-03 
WX!? 

204 
204 
212 
212 
212 
212 
203 
49 
49 
218 
205 
213 
214 
215 
215 
96 
97 
97 
201 
201 
201 
202 
208 
208 
220 
222 
222 
144 
206 
148 
207 
48 
48 
48 
199 
199 
199 
200 

16 
23 
21 
17 
37 
10 
26 
35 
02 
14 
38 
08 
24 
24 
19 
17 
17 
22 
08 
07 
ox 
08 
08 
07 
O? 
24 
19 
09 
06 
16 
06 
11 
12 
i3 
03 
05 
03 
03 

B-3 



INDEX BY COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE NUMBER 

Response# Page Comment# Name 

01 149 W2-03 
02 46 Tl-01 
02 47 Tl-01 
02 ,^ 

;: 
TI-07 

02 T2-04 
02 96 7-2~04 
03 199 w7-01 
03 199 w7-03 
03 200 w7-03 
04 216 W%9-01 
05 95 l-2-03 
05 199 W7-02 
06 149 w2-02 
06 206 w12-01 
06 207 Wl3-01 
06 210 W16-03 
07 201 -q&()2 
07 208 W 14-02 
08 98 T-2-10 
08 101 T2-12 
08 201 WS-01 
08 201 W8-03 
08 202 W8-03 
08 208 w14-01 
08 213 Wl8-01 
09 98 TX-09 
09 98 T&l1 
09 99 T&l1 
09 100 x2-11 
09 101 T-2-1: 
09 142 T3-02 
09 143 T3-02 
09 144 T3-02 
09 144 T3-03 
09 198 W6-01 
09 217 w19-03 
09 220 w21-01 
09 224 w22-01 
09 225 w22-01 
09 230 w22-04 
10 212 w17-04 
11 48 Tl-03 
i? 48 Tl$.$ 
13 48 Tl-05 
13 102 T2-13 
14 94 T2-01 
14 218 w20-01 
15 210 W16-01 

Clarence F. Bellem 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
Leonard Hutterman 
Fritz. Bjomsen 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Peter F. Toft 
Peter F Tnff _ _ __.. _ _ _ _ _ 
Peter F. Toft 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Peter F. Toft 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Nan Norton 
Cynthia Samuelson 
Christine S. Brown 1 ~~~~~~. .I*~-~.~~- Lyuu I”UUC”I 
Lynn Mineur 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Mary McReynolds 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
xx:-..- c.L^L^.. LxlU”l bLrr;ur;y 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Nan Norton 
R. “‘Ham” Hamilton 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Lynn Mineur 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Carolyn Hondo 
John E. Tanner 
T-L... lz Tn..^,.r J”LUl L-. 1 YI”Ic;I 
John E. Tanner 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Phyllis Faye Jollette 
Christine S. Brown 

B-4 



INDEX BY COMMENT SUMMARY AND RESPONSE NUMBER (continued) 

Response++ Page 

16 148 
I6 204 
i?  94 
I7 95 
17 96 
I7 97 
17 210 
17 212 
18 47 
18 96 
19 215 
19 222 
20 216 
20 229 
21 149 
21 212 
21 229 
22 97 
23 204 
24 214 
24 215 
24 222 
25 153 
26 203 
27 142 
28 149 
29 151 
30 151 
31 210 
32 151 
33 151 
34 209 
35 49 
‘35 14Y 
35 150 
36 96 
37 212 
38 205 

Wl-01 
WlO-01 
T2-02 
T2-02 
T-2-07 
T2-07 
W16-02 
W17-02 
Tl-02 
T2-05 
W18-03 
y;2 l-03 
w19-02 
w22-02 
w2-01 
w17-01 
W22-03 
l-2-08 
WlO-02 
W18-02 
W18-02 
w21-02 
w5-01 
w9-01 
l--n, 1 _I-“1 
w2-04 
W4-02 
w4-03 
W16-04 
w4-01 
w4-04 
w15-01 
Tl-06 .-.- ^. WI&U5 
w3-01 
T2-06 
w17-03 
Wll-01 

Roger Rosentreter 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Fritz Binmsen _I-------- 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Christine S. Brown 
Carolyn Hondo 
Marion Elliott 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Mary McReynolds 
T ..^_ nr:..^.~_ Lylnl I”LIII~“L 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Chuck Broscious 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Carolyn Hondo 
Chuck Broscious 
Deanah Messenger 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McKeynolds 
Lynn Mineur 
Ronald L. Crawford 
Ron Hover 
Ploronra E n‘a,,‘am C-...AI..II 1 YI111.1. 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Christine S. Brown 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Marjorie D. Boren 
Leonard Hutterman 
Ciarence t-. Bettem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Carolyn Hondo 
Frank E. Lintz 
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INDEX BY COMMENTOR NAME AND RESPONSE NUMBER 

Commentor Name Response # Comment# Page 

Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F; Rellem 
Clwmce P. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Walter E., Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Fritz Bjornsen 
FCiiZ p,jornjen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Frjtz Bjornsen 
Fritz Biornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Marjorie D. Boren 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsbord 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
nn..hir.‘. n.o;lafnrA YlYUlll YLoIlll”l,. 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
E!ir?or Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
RonaId L. Crawford 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
R. “Ham’ Hamiiton 

01 
06 
21 
27 
28 
35 
35 
29 
30 
32 
33 
02 
02 
OS 
13 
14 
17 
17 
18 
36 
34 

: 
09 
09 
09 
20 
09 
09 
09 
20 
21 
06 
15 
ii 
31 
08 
08 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
25 
02 
02 
18 ,... 1JY 

WZ-03 
w2-02 
w2-01 
T3-01 
W2”04 
wz-05 
w3-01 
w4-02 
W4-03 
W4-01 
w4-04 
I244 
T-7 in” d A-- 
l-2-03 
T2-13 
72-01 
T2-02 
lx-02 
l-2-05 
T2-06 
WI%01 _““_^ ^_ w IY-UI 
T3-02 
X3-02 
T3-02 
w19-03 
W19-02 
w22-01 
w22-01 
w22-04 
w22-02 
W22-03 
W16-03 
W16-01 __.. , __ w IO-“L 
W16-04 
T2-10 
T2-12 
TX-09 
T2-11 
T2-11 
l-2-11 
T2-11 
WS-(Jl 
Tl-01 
TI-01 
Tl-02 __1, w o-0 i 

149 
149 
149 
142 
149 
149 
%5Q 
151 
15i 
151 
151 
95 
96 
95 
iO2 
94 
94 
95 
96 
96 
209 
2i6 
142 
143 
144 
217 
216 
224 
225 
230 
229 
229 
210 
210 
2iii 
210 
98 
101 
98 
98 
99 
100 
101 
153 
46 
47 
47 
i98 



INDEX BY COMMENTOR NAME AND RESPONSE NUMBER (continued) 

Leigh E. Hawkins 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
Ron Hover 
Leonard Hutterman 
Leonard Butterman 
Phyllis Fayc Iollette 
Frank E. Lintz 
MW” MrRP,,nnlAr ..^‘, ..-“̂ .-, ..V._Y 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
iynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
I .vnn Mineur _, ~~~~ ~~~~. ~~~ 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Nan Norton 
Nan Norton 
Roger Rosentreter 
Cynthia Samuelson 
John E. Tanner 
John E. Tanner 
jo i~,n E, Taniier 
Peter F. Tott 
Peter F. ToIt 
Peter F. Toit 
Peter F. Ton 

16 WIO-01 
23 WlO-02 
10 w17-04 
17 WI7-02 
21 WI7-01 
37 w17-03 
26 w9-01 iI2 -. ^- ‘I’IWI 
35 TI-06 
14 w20-01 
38 Wll-01 
08 WlR-Q! 
19 W18-03 
24 W18-02 
24 W18-02 
17 T2-07 
17 T2-07 
22 I-2-08 
07 W8-02 
07 W14-02 
08 W8-Qi 
08 W8-03 
08 W8-03 
08 w14-01 
(j9 w21-01 
19 W21-03 
24 w21-02 
06 w12-01 
09 T3-03 
16 Wl-01 
06 w13-01 
11 Tl-03 
12 Tl-04 
i3 Tl-05 
03 w7-01 
03 w7-03 
03 w7-03 
OS WI-02 

204 
204 
212 
212 
212 
212 
203 .^ 

z 
218 
205 
213 
215 
214 
215 
96 
97 
97 
201 
208 
2Ql 
201 
202 
208 
220 
222 
222 
206 
144 
148 
207 
48 
48 
48 
199 
199 
200 
199 
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INDEX BY COMMENT CODE NUMBER 

Comment Code# Page Response# Commentor Name 

Tl-01 
Tl-01 
Tl-02 
Tl-03 
Tl-04 
Tl-05 
Tl-06 
TI-07 -^ ^_ ~IZL-“I 
T2-02 
T2-02 
T2-03 
-IT-04 
T2-04 
T-2-05 
T2-06 
n-07 
T2-07 
T-2-08 
T2-09 
T&IO 
Ti-1 i 
T2-11 
T&l 1 
T2-11 
T2-12 
T2-13 
T3-01 
T3-02 
T3-02 
T3-02 
T3-03 
Wl-01 
w2-01 
‘J”‘2.02 
W2-03 
W2-04 
W2-05 
w3-01 
w4-01 
W4-02 
w4-03 
w4-04 
ws-01 
W6-01 
w7-01 
W7-02 
w:-n: 

46 
47 
47 
48 
48 
48 
49 
49 
94 
94 
95 
95 
95 
96 
96 
96 
96 
97 
97 
98 
98 
98 
99 
100 
101 
101 
101 
142 
142 
143 
144 
144 
148 
149 
:49 
149 
149 
149 
150 
151 
151 
151 
151 
153 
198 
199 
199 
: ‘99 

02 
02 
18 
I1 
12 
13 
35 
02 . I 
t3 
17 
05 
02 
02 
18 
36 
17 
17 
22 
09 
08 
09 
09 
09 
09 
08 
13 
27 
09 
09 
09 
09 
16 
21 
06 
01 
28 
35 
3s 
32 
29 
30 
33 
25 
09 
03 
OS 
n: 

Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
John E. Tanner 
John E. Tamer 
John E. Tanner 
Leonard Hutterman 
Leonard Hutterman -.. -. mrz fiJornsen 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Fritz Binmsm ,-------- 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanah Messenger 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
rll~~--nL.L--. CLl‘l”L LuGrley 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Nan Norton 
Roger Rosentreter 
Clarence F. Bellem 
nl^-....^^ I2 “̂ I,-- Ll‘ll~jllLG 1. “cillcl‘ll 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Ronald L. Crawford 
R. “Ham” Hamilton 
Peter F. Toti 
Peter F. Toft 
pipei F, TOE 



INDEX BY COMMENT CODE NUMBER (continued) 

w7-03 
W8-01 
wx-02 
ws-03 
W8-03 
w9-01 
WlO-01 ._.I_ _^ w I”-“‘ 
Wll-01 
w12-01 
w13-01 
Wl4”Ol 
W14-02 
WlS-01 
Wl6-01 
Wl6-02 
Wl6-03 
Wl6-04 
w17-01 
Wl7-02 
‘;v’:7-()3 
w17-04 
W18-01 
W18-02 
WlX-02 
Wl8-03 
w19-01 
Wl9-02 
w 19-03 
w20-01 
w21-01 
w21-02 
w2 l-03 
,W?l m .I LA-III 
w22-01 
w22-02 
W22-03 
w22-04 

pay 

200 
201 
201. 
201 
202 
203 
204 ^_, 
GE 
206 
207 
208 
208 
209 
210 
210 
210 
210 
212 
212 
212 
212 
213 
214 
21s 
215 
216 
216 
217 
218 
220 
222 
222 
224 
225 
229 
229 
230 

03 
08 
07 
08 
08 
26 
16 
23 
38 
06 
06 
ox 
07 
34 
15 
17 
06 
31 
21 
17 
37 
10 
08 
24 
24 
19 
04 
20 
09 
14 
09 
24 
19 
09 
09 
20 
21 
09 

Peter F. Toft 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Ron Hover 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Frank E. Lintz 
Nan Norton 
Cynthia Samuelson 
l.vnn Minmr - ,.... .~......~. 

Lynn Mineur 
Marjorie D. Boren 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Christine S. Brown 
Carolyn Hondo 
Carolyn Hondo 
n^_^,__- ,,--A^ Lru”ryll rl”llU” 
Carolyn Hondo 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Phyllis Faye Jollette 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Pl...^lr D.“““i,..... LllLLtih YI”.TCI”UU 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
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INDEX BY CATEGORY 

Response# Commentor Name Page Cornmen@ 

01 
02 
02 
02 
02 
02 
03 

ii 
04 
05 
05 
06 
06 
06 
06 
07 
07 
OR 
OS 
08 
08 
08 
08 
08 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
13 
14 
14 
1s 

Clarence F. Bellem 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
kkio.or? Elliott 
Marion Elliott 
Leonard Hutterman 
Peter F. Toft 
Peter F. Toft 
Peter F. Tot% 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Peter F. Toft 
Ciarence F. Beiiem 
Christine S. Brown 
Nan Norton 
Cynthia Samuelson 
I .vnn Minrlw -, ~~~. .~..._. 
Lynn Mineur 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Mary McReynolds 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Mineur 
Lynn Minenr 
Lynn Mineur 
n_.^L:^^ Tl_^_ .1^___1 DULUICG DItuULSI”LU 
Beatrice Bra&ford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Chuck Broscious 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
Elinor Chehey 
R. “Ham” Hamilton 
r ..^_ \“:- . .._ LJllll I’II‘ILjUL 
Nan Norton 
Carolyn Hondo 
John E. Tanner 
John E. Tanner 
Fritz Bjornsen 
John E. Tanner 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Phyllis Faye Jollette 
Christine S. Brown 

149 
95 
96 
46 
47 
49 
199 
199 
200 
216 
95 
199 . 1n 14Y 
210 
206 
207 
20!. 
208 
98 
101 
213 
201 
201 
202 
208 
142 
143 
144 
217 
224 
225 
230 
98 
98 
99 
100 
101 
198 
220 
144 
212 
48 
48 
102 
48 
94 
218 
210 

W2-03 
T2-04 
T2-04 
TX-01 
Tl-01 
Tl-07 
w7-01 
w-I-03 
w7-03 
w19-01 
T2-03 
W7-02 .T.^ ,>^ w L-V‘ 
Wl6-03 
w12-01 
w13-01 
WS-!!2 
Wl4-02 
T2-10 
T2-12 
WIX-01 
W8-01 
W8-03 
W8-03 
w14-01 
T3-02 
T3-02 
T3-02 
w19-03 
W22-01 
w22-01 
w22-04 
T2-09 
T2-11 
T2-11 
T&l1 
l-2-11 
W6-01 
..rm, 1~11 Wil-uI 
T3-03 
w17-04 
Tl-03 
Tl-04 
T-2-13 
Tl-OS 
Tz01 
w20-01 
Wl6-01 
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INDEX BY CATEGORY (continued) 

16 
16 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
18 
18 
19 
19 
20 
20 
21 
21 
21 
22 
23 
24 
24 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
35 
35 
36 
37 
3x 

Leigh E. Hawkins 
Roger Rosentreter 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Christine S. Brown 
Carolyn Hondo 
Deanah Messenger 
Deanan MeSSenger 
Fritz Bjomsen 
Marion Elliott 
Mary McReynolds 
r vnn Mine,,r -, --- .‘I__--_ 
Beatrice Brailsford 
Chuck Broscious 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Chuck Broscious 
Carolyn Hondo 
Deanah Messenger 
Leigh E. Hawkins 
Mary McReynolds 
Mary McReynolds 
Lynn Mineur 
Ronald L. Crawford 
Ron Hover 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Clarence F. Bellem 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Christine S. Brown 
Walter E. Bentley 
Walter E. Bentley 
Marjorie D. Boren 
Clarence F. Bellem 
c..--- F I-.^,,^_ LliuC;llti;tj I-. T)CIICLU 
Leonard Hutterman 
Fritz Bjornsen 
Carolyn Hondo 
Frank E. Lintz 

204 WlO-01 
148 Wl-01 
94 T2-02 
95 T2-02 
210 Wl6-02 
212 w17-02 
96 T2-07 
97 Tz-07 
96 T2-05 
47 TI-02 
215 Wl8-03 
222 w21-03 
216 W19-02 
229 w22-02 
149 w2-01 
229 W22-03 
212 w17-01 
97 T2.-08 
204 WlO-02 
214 W18-02 
23 -*l&O2 
222 w2 l-02 
153 ws-01 
203 w9-01 
142 T3-01 
149 wz-04 
151 W4-02 
151 w4-03 
210 W16-04 
151 w4-01 
151 W4-04 
209 w15-01 
149 W2-05 
i50 ‘~“‘3-01 
49 Tl-06 
96 T2-06 
212 w17-03 
205 Wll-01 
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a Document #: 
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. Document #: 
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BACKGROUND 
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Gordon, L. 
N/A 
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3528 
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Douthat, C. D. 
N/A 
,\-I,, 0101 “IIIO17l 

8901 
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Consideratk!ns 
Burrows, E. P. 
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3529 
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Engineering Design File for OU lo-05 Interim Action 
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N/A 
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AR3.8 RISK ASSESSMENTS 
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Date: 
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Risk Analysis for Soil Contaminents - Engineering Design File 
Figueroa, I. 
N/A 
02/28/92 

AR43 PROPOSED PLAN 

. Document 6: 
Title: 

^ *^^ 
535L 

Author: 
D..“:..:..“,. ~.w.,pbLLL. 
Date: 

Proposed Plan for a Cleanup of Unexploded Ordnance Locations at the INEL (The 
Proposed Plan is included in the Dear Citizen Pamphlet) 
Lusk, M. W. 
hT,A I.,- 
0 l/07/92 

AR6.1 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

Document #: 
Title: 
Author: 
Recipient: 
Date: 

ERDl-070-91* 
Pm-signature Implementation of the CERCLA Interagency Agreement Action Plan 
EPA, Findley, C. E. 
DOE, Solecki, J. E. 
04/19/91 

. Document #: 
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U.S. DOE INEL Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order 
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Date: 
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INEL Action Plan For Implementation of the Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order 
N/A 
N/A 
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1088-06-29-120* - ---__-_ - . U.S. l.JVE tNtiL heaerai Facility Agreemenr and Consent Order 
N/A 
N/A 
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3298* 
Response to comments on the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Federal 
Facility Agreement and Concent Order 
N/A 
N/A 
0212 l/92 

PUBLIC NOTICE(s) 

3531 
Citizens Are Asked to Comment - Public Comment on Test Area North Injection 
Well and Unexploded Ordnance 
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N/A 
01/05/92 
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